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The Economy of State Capitalism | 
oe , a : by David Ross . 
Workers Control and the Class Character of Beonomy 


According to Trotskyism the essence of a workers’ state is: nationalized prop- 
erty, plenned economy and state mionopoly of foreign trade (which with the exis~- 
tence of the first two elements is an obvious third). Nowhere is the working 
class even mentioned. Nowhere is there mention of who cor.trols natlonelized 
industry, who plans the economy and in whose interests it is planned. These are 
questions which the Trotskyists must answer. Does the working ciass control the 
economy in the Soviet Union? Is the economy plenned in the interest of the work~ 
ing class, or in the interests of the bureaucracy? -. a 


The heart of a workers' state economy is workers’ control. When the working 
class has control of the economy, we can safely assume that they will control 
it in their own interests and not in someone else's. Let us look back at pre= 
vious societies for a moment. 


In every society prior to the "transitional regimes" in the Soviet Union, China, 
etc., the economy has functioned in the interests of the class in power. Tuaat 
is, except in those periods such as when capitalism was developing and feudalism 
declining and the bourgeoisie was biding its time and preparing to replace the 
old feudal ruling classes as the new ruling class besed on a new socio-economic 
system. 


However, such is apparently not the case in the Soviet Union, if we listen to 
the Trotskyists. There the economy does not function in the interest of the 
ruling class, 7.e. the working class, nor is it controlied by the ruling class, 
Z.@. the working class. Instead it functions jn the interests of and ts control- 
led by a parasitic caste, the bureaucracy. Of course, thir could de explained 
avay as Troteky once tried, with the reference to the Fascists, wno strip the 
bourgecisie of their political power and dig thelr spurs into the backs of the 
bourcec0isie, ail in order to support the economic rights to profit of the bdour- 
geoisie. This ts all well and good as far as Fascism goes. However, there is 
a big difference in the Soviet Union, especially 1f one holds that it is a 
workers' state. The big bourgeoisie brings Fascism upon itself. That is, the 
Fascists can not exist apart from the support that they receive from a signifi- 
cant sector cf the bourgeoisie. The role of Fascism is to crush the working 
class in defense of the economic interests of the bourgeoisie. If the bour- 
geoisie gets a few digs politically, that's the way it goes. That is why the 
bourgeotsie turns to Fascism as a last resort. However, the bourgeoisie does 
turn to Fascism. Fascism is not an independent development outeide of the 
bourgeoisie and their lackeys. Nor is it in any way opposed to their fundamen- 
tal interests. . | | | 
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In fact, Troteky writes in his article The Class Nature of the Soviet State: 


Always and in every regime, the bureaucracy devours no smali portion of 
surplue valve. It might not be uninteresting, for examcls, to compute what 
portion of the national income is devoured by the fascist locusts in Italy 
or Germany! But this fact, of no small importance by itself, is entirely 
insufficient to transform the fascist bureaucracy into an independent rul- 
ing clacs. It is the hireling of the bourgeoisie, True, this hireling 
straddles the boss's neck, tears from his mouth at times the juicilest pieces, 
and spits on his bald spot besides. Say what you wili, a most inconvenient 
hireling! But, nevertheless, only a hireling. The bourgeoisie abides: him | 


2 


because without him, id ee its = would peBeate hy: Gee re the dogs. 


Mutatts mutandis (changing that: must be ohedaed). what has been said 
above can be applied to the Stalinist bureaucracy as well. It devours, 
wastes and embezzles a considerable portion of the. national: -dncome. ..., 
Its management costs the proletariat very dearly. In the Soviet so- 
clety, it occupies an’ extremely privileged position not only in the. 
“gense of having political and'administrative prerogatives but also in 
the sense of possessing enormous material advantages. Still, the big- 
gest apartments, the juiciest steaks and even Rolis Royces are not 

“enough. to.transform the bureaucracy into an independent. ruling elass. 

ee | iettings Of. Leon peaeey (1938-34) , p. 113, e.1.0.) 


ace naieas the eo reaae poine: in seu Firat paragraph. That. 13 that the — 
Fascists are "the hireling of the bourgeoisie." Does he mean for us to believe 
that the bureaucracy ts the hireling of the proletariat? Does the proletariat. 
abide by the bureaucracy: to:keep its regime from going to the dogs? — preteky 
answers these questions earlier in the same article: 


Dissertations upon "the dictatorship of the bureaucracy over the pro- © 
py letariat" without a much deeper analysis, that is, without a clear ex- . 
planation of the social roots and the class limits of bureaucratic. 
- domination, boil down merely to... high-faluting democratic phrases so 
extremely popular among: the Mensheviks. One need not doubt that the 
. overwhelming majority of Soviet workers are dissatisfied with the | 
bureaucracy and that a considerable section, by no means the worst, 
hates it. However, it is simply due to repressions that this dissat- 
isfaction does not assume violent forms; the workers fear that they 
will clear the field for the class enemy if they overthrow the bureau~ 
-evacy. The ‘nterrelations between the bureaucracy and the class are. 
. much nore, eomplex than they appear to be to the frothy "democrats." 
The Soviet workers would have settled accounts with the despotism of 
the apparatus had other perspectives opened before them, had the West- 
‘ern horizon flamed not with the brown color of fascism but with the red 
of revolution. So long as this does not. happen, the proletariat with 
-clenched teeth bears ("solerates'') the bureaucracy. and, in this sense, 
recognises it as the bearer of ‘the proletarian di ctatorships... “ 
ee of Leon atoreey (1933-34), pp. 104-105). 
Here .Dretekyn answers our questions ana ake two. important points. “First he in 
essence blames the proletariat in Russia for the continued existence of the bu-. 
reaucracy. They keep the bureaucracy in power, | they. bear it (abide it?) "with | 
clenched teeth" (no doubt to keep their "hireling” from tearing from their ~- 
"mouth at times the juiciest pieces") because they faear that if they overthrow 
it and attempt to.take power themselves they wiil open the way for counter-revo- 
lution (their "regime will absolutely go to the dogs?"). Not only does Trotsky. 
biame the proletariat for keeping the bureaucracy in power, he attempts to jus- 
tify it by saying that it is impossible to overthrow.the bureaucracy so long as 
there is not a revolution in the advanced capitalist West. This thesis is worthy 
of. a Reuteky: ‘or a!  teeretelti. but not.one who claims the mantle of Bolshevism. 


The. sssistevict. dees not bring the bureaucracy ‘dew on itself. If it did, why 
would there have to be a revolution to get rid of Ler. The bourgeoisie did not 
need a revolution to institute Fascism, nor would they necessarily. need one ‘to 
dispense with it if they saw that as a propitious move on their. part. The rea< 
son that‘the proletariat in-Russia, China, Cuba, etc., must make a.revolution is 
because the bureaucracy is not a parasitic caste, but. a full-fledged ruling cap- 
italist class. -As Roger B. Cross wrote in 1939 in Why Not Analyze the Russian 


Economy? 


..sThe. bureaucracy is different in structure ‘from the bourgeoisie, 
but not in function. Its function is the accumulation of capital, 

and thus the control of tthe products of the workers’ labor. 

Commodity production, ‘surplus value (profits of the state) and con=" 

version of profit into further - state property exist without working 

-elass control of the bureaucracy through Soviets or .other Working 

Class organizations. Besides having a funetion identical with that 

of the capitalists, the Russian bureaucracy has receatly acquired the. } 
important power of perpetuating itself through | ‘the revival of the aeaene <a oes 
of inheritance, certainly one‘of the most salient “eharactistics © Men 
° a ruling Class--capitalist: or otherwise, | “a 


Therefore, according to Marx's sincere degtares of cesitalisn, 
commodity production and surplus value, ‘capitalism woald seem to 
exist in Russia--a new type of capitalist state perheps, but minus | 
| Workers ’ democracy and control, still a capitalist state. 
pe INTERNAL BULLETIN,’ Vol. it; eee p. 16)" 


The iarkdne class ‘of Russia does not have ‘one i6en ine imebeas over the economy : 
in "its state”. The economy and the planning all functicn-in the interests of : 
the ruling bureaucracy. To calla. state in which the working class has no 
control, a workers! state, and an economy in- which the workers have no BaYSO 5 
a wor ‘kers' ‘economy is to throw out all meaning of workers" state and workers’ 
oneal One af the major reasons for the backwardness of the American woniine a! 
lass and their, antipathy to socialism has been the’ aguating of socialism and. - 
ON: states and socialist revolution with the state capitalist Soviet 
Union. _ ‘Thus, workers equate "dictatorship of the prolevariat” with “dictatorship 
over the proletariat” and a planned economy and nationalized. property are . 
equated with neprrverscn and want. Referring once again to Gross: tg 


Without’ workers’ democrat y, no workers' state is vossible. State 

_. ownership plus workers’ democracy equals State Socialism. In the 

ee of workers’ democracy > it: is just state capitalism «i 
» Ibtd. p. 16). ° . os 


potas: the 1939-49 gscdssicn in the: Socialist Workers: Part ty Trotsky said that 
in the last analysis the Soviet Union was a trade union which had conquered :power. 
Therefore, it should. be defended even though the bureaucracy. was reactionary 
just as trade unions are working class organizations even though they are run. 
by counter~revolutionary ‘bureaucrats. However, the analogy between the Soviet - 
Union being a workers" state because it is a trade union in power (by the way in. 
1922 workers were no longer required to join unione, thus the “trade union. in 
power'’ was an open shop) is totally false and was disposed of ante well by | 
Samuel Meyers oa the 1939-400 Swe discussion: — Gee 2 ae 


A eade union will not long continue to sitet dues from workers 

if the sell-outs of the reactionary leaders-ere so bad that they get 

no benefits at all. from their union. For’ exumple, the fakers in one 
one union revoked the charter and sold out the membership to the 
employers at the height : of an organization dive. They reorganized the 
local and expelled the militants. The workets left the union.- The. 
fakers starved because they had neither organized workers to sell. 

our nor could they collect dues from them. The fakers said “we will 
reinstate the militants, so we can collect more dues and perhaps 


sell them out again." The workers said "we will rejoin: conditions 
are bad, and though the fakers are a nuisance we can gain something 
through organization and perhaps, who knows, even rid ourselves of 
the nuisance." The workers were right. 2 


The soviet bureaucracy is ‘not a union but a state apparatus. The © Me 
soviet workers cannot stop paying dues and starve the bureaucracy; they 
hold the same relation to the Soviet state and its bureaucratic 
apparatus that we in the United States do to the bosses and their 
cops and their national guard and their F.B.1£. and the rest of the © 
anti~labor apparatus. The soviet workers are exploited, driven, 
starved, murdered, jailed by this bureaucratic state. For the 
soviet workers as for us there is no escape but revolution. This 
is not a relationship between workers and thier trade union but rather 
a relation between a once free but now oppressed proletariat, and 
the shock troops of the counter-revolutionary bourgeoisie. 

(SWP Internal Bulletin, Vol. II, No. 12, p. 9) 


The Soviet Union does, however, resemble one "trade union.” That "trade union" 
is the Histadrut of Israel. The Histadrut is not.a working class organization. 
It is not a real trade union. Rather it is a company union of all company unions. 
In fact, in many cases it is the company: The Histadrut is the largest single 
employer in Istael. Yet the rank and file workers who are in the Histadrut _ 
have no say in the running of the Histadrut enterprises. Nor do they share in 
the profits accrued from these enterprises. These profits go to. the Histadrut 
bureaucracy which owns and controls the Histadrut collectively, This bureaucracy 
is self-perpetuating and resembles very closely the bureaucracy in the Soviet 
Union. While like in the Soviet Union where one does not necessarily become 

a member of the ruling elite merely because one is named Brezhnev or Kosigyn, 80 
does one not necessarily become a. member of the ruling elite of the Histadrut 
simply because one’s name is Dayan or. Meir. — . 


However, it must be pointed out that in both cases it helps. To deny the 
bourgeois nature of the Histadrut bureaucracy is to lead the Israeli working, 
class astray, not only in the struggle to overthrow the Israeli bourgeoisie, but 
also in the plain day to day struggle to defend the economic well-being of the 
class, i.e., the organization of trade unions and the carrying out of trade union 
struggles. To deny the bourgeois nature of the Histadrut means to abstain from. 
leading the Israeli workers, both Palestinian and Hebrew, in- breaking from 
the Histadrut and organizing independent bi-national trade unions. Likewise, to 
deny the bourgeois nature of the Soviet bureaucracy and the Soviet state is tol) 
lead the Russian working class astray in the struggle for socialist revolution ~ 
and the institution of a workers’ state with workers’ control and workers’ demo~ 
cracy in the Soviet Union. 7 | a ae 


In The Revolution Betrayed, Trotsky, in attempting to refute the thesis that the. 
Soviet bureaucracy is a state capitalist class, has the following to offer: — 


The attempt to represent the Soviet bureaucracy as a class of 

"state capitalists" will obviously not withstand criticism. The | 
bureaucracy has neither stocks nor bonds. It is recruited, supple- 
mented and renewed in the manner of an administrative hierarchy, — 
independently of any special property relations of its own. The ~ 
individual bureaucrat cannot transmit to his heirs his rights in . 
the exploitation of the state apparatus. The. bureaucracy enjoys its. 
privileges under the form of an abuse of power. It conceals its ae 





income: it pretends that as a special social group it does not even 

exist. Its ‘appropriation of a vast share of the national income 

has the character of social parasitism. All this makes the position 

of the commanding Soviet stratum in the highest degree contradictory 

equivocal and undignified, notwithstanding the completemess of its 

power and the smoke screen of flattery that conceals” Le. 
(teoteky, The Revolution Betrayed, Pp. 249- -250) | 


First ‘of at on: the: question oe the: transmission of. property from one bureaucrat © 
to his son. The means of selection of the bureaucracy are basically three: 

Party loyalty, connections, and education. On the first there is not much a 
father can do to make sure that his son is loyal: to. the ‘Russian ‘Communist — 
Party. However, if the child has grown up living in luxury as the son of a 
bureaucrat he will probably not do anything which would change his lifestyle. 

As regards the second, the bureaucrat can use whatever connections he has ‘to 

help his son rise in the bureaucracy. In these two respects the ‘bureaucracy onee 
again displays its similarity ‘to the bourgeois "labor bureaucracy" of the 
Histadrut. However, there is that third and most important method of assuring 
one's progeny the right to exploit the Russian working class. | That method is: 
education. One of the main methods being education, it is natural that those 
with the best education will be “recruited” into the brueaucracy. In Draft. 
Thests onthe USSR,. a document submitted to the Third Conference of the French 
Parti Communiste Internationalist (PCL, Internationalist: Communist Party, then 
French section of the Fourth International), Comrades Lucien Magneux, RB. Guerin, 
and M. Darbout referred to the work The Yogt and the Commisar by Koestler. We 
will quote extensively from the extract from Koestler's book by the French — 
COMEBISE in order to explain the educational situation in the eOvist Union: 


Thus inequality is not restricted to grown-up wage-earners, Sue 
carried straight into the nursery by a deliberate policy of the 
regime. Children in Soviet Russia grow up rich and poor as in capital~ 
ist countries. The first bulwark against inherited privilege fell i 
when the new constitution sanctioned the inheritance of property: 

the second and more important bulwark fell when free education was _ 
abolished by, the introduction of tuition fees for higher education. 


The weaves of Seeebes. 2, 1940 Fited the tuition fee for secondary 
schools (technical, normal, agricultural, medical, etc. } at 150 to 
200 rubles per year, for universities at 300 to 500. rubles. The fees 
for the first term had to be paid within one month from the pro- 
mulgation of the new law, 600, 000 students of poor. ‘parents who 
couldn't pay the fee, had to leave school. — 


Thus. higher sdntat ia (from ‘he fifteenth year pe Seay became a 
privilege of the. children of parents who could afford it: i. Ges 
bureaucracy, technocracy. and the new intelligentsia. This 
development had started. long before the introduction of direct fees. 
Up to 1932 a minimum of 65° percent of the students in engineering 
and technical schools had to be manual workers or their children. 
we International eee Bulletin, Vol. I; No. 2, 63- 


Since it a only the educated ‘who become bureaucrats, and since it is ‘madaty: 

the sons and daughters of the bureaucrats who can afford even a high school 
education let. alone a university. education, it is obvious that the positions in the 
bureaucracy will be filled in the main by the sons and daughters of the 
bureaucrats... ne —o one takes into consideration the question of connecrTones 





the sons and daughters of the pteacne bureaucrats. are virtually assured of 
their "place in the sun" sharing in the exploitation of the Russian workers. 


We will not go into the inheritance question here. Although it is true that 

the inheritance of the bureaucratic progeny is the wealth which was derived 

from exploitation of the workers, it is more important that the bureaucratic 
status is virtually assured to these sons and daughters of the Russian rulers, 
for it is their position in the bureaucracy which keeps themin the ruling class | 


and gives them partial OWnenente to the means of production in the Soviet Union. 


Secondly we will take up: seeey? s first argument about the fact that the 
bureaucrats have no stocks or bonds. Stocks and bonds are not the be-all and ~ 
end-all. of capitalist property. The Stock Exchange merely exists as a measurine 
rod of capital in those countries where the capitalists compete among themselves. 
With the growth of centralization of the economy, the Stock Exchanee has ceased 
to be a fundamental necessity for capitalism. It has become more a matter of © 
window-dressing and a means of quick profiteering, not really necessary for the 
continuation of onvoine capitalist production. Lenin writes in Imperialism, _ 
The Highest Stage of Capitalism: 


The change from the old type of capitalism, in which free competition 
. predominated, to the new capitalism, in which monopoly reigns, is 
_ expressed, among other things, by a decline in the importance of the 
Stock Exchange. The review, Die Bank, writes: "The Stock Exchange 
has lone ceased to be the indispensable medium of circulation that 
it formerly was when the banks were ‘not yet able to place the bulk | 
of the new issues with their clients."... 


In the same Way » Riesser, a still more authoritative economist and 
himself a banker, makes shift with meaningless phrases in order to’ 
explain away undeniable facts: * ..the Stock Exchange is steadily 
losing the feature which is absolutely essential for national 

economy as a whole and for the circulation of securities in particular > 
~-that of being not only a most exact measuring rod, but also an 
almost automatic regulator of the economic movements which converre 
on aes. 


In other words, the old capitalism, the capitalism of free competition 

with its indispensable regulator the Stock Exchange, is passing away. 

A new capitalism has come to take its place, bearing obvious features 

of something transient, a mixture of free competition and monopoly..+ 
(Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 22, pp. 218-219) 


Thus, we see that Lenin as early as 1916 pointed out the inevitable decline in 

the Stock Exchanse as economic power became more and more concentrated in fewer 
and fewer hands. The logical extension of this is that once economic power has 
been deposited in the collective hand of the capitalist class, i.e. the state, 

the Stock Exchange will be totally unnecessary. 


Furthermore as regards personal ownership BE stocks and its relationship to the 
exploitation of labor by capital, we refer to Marx who wrote the follewing - 
about capitalists in Capital: 


Except as personified capital, the capitalist has no historical value, 
and no right to thet historical existence...But, so far as he is 
personified in capital, it is not values and its augmentation, that 


) 


*» 


.. spur him into action, Fanatically bent on making value expand itself, 
he tuthleasly. forces: the human, race. to produce for production! s. gakeses >. 


= So far, therefore, as ‘his ecbicne are a mere. function of soe 
i dowed as capital is, in his person, with : consciousness and a will--. 
his. own private f conetmn cron is a HeODREEy prepetes ted on accumulation... 


'.. Therefore, : save, ‘gave, save, 4.8.5 reconvert the ereatest Aeaetite 

portion of surplus value,. or surplus-product into capital! _ Accumula-_. 

aceon for. accumulation’s sake, production for production's sake... 
: (Marx, Capttal, Vol. D5 De0925 De 595) 


Therefore, | we can draw from this that the individual capitalist with ae indivi- . 


dual stocks and bonds is not the prime prerequisite for capitalist production. 

It is not simply the capitalist individuals who. exploit the proletariat. They | 
are merely the personification of the productive process which exploits the pro- 
letariat--capitalism. It is not simply. individual capitalists who must: be.over- 
thrown by the working: class, but the entire system of capitalism. If it were 
simply capitalists per se who had to be destroyed, then terrorism would be a per- 
fectly good stratecy. However, as Marxists have: continually pointed out, it is 
the relacious: of production and the dominance of ‘capital as a social force over 
the laboring class that must be defeated and that even with the loss of a capi-~ 
talist here or, there and a government minister here or there, that capitalist 
exploitation will continue until the working class has taken control of the means 
of production and has. begun to operate them. in their own interests. It voes. 
without saying that should the capitalist class (that is, all the indi ividual 
capitalists) die off, unless. the working class organized production alone social~ 
ist lines and, directed the production of, surplus-value into, socially beneficial 
areas, that if the economy was to continue, . some group, most likely a government 
bureaucracy. would have to run the means of production as they had been. run before: 
accumulation for accumulation’ s sake. and ‘production for production! s sake. While 
we admit that this is a far~fetched example, the point. intended is that it is not 
the individual capitalists who are at the root of the exploitation, but their ex- 
istence as the personification of capital, which is the real exploiter of the 
proletariat. There is no law, and nowhere will one find in Marx or Eneels that 
the personification of capital can not be collective. So long as the workers do 
not control production,. they will be exploited by capital. Who personifies. cap=. 
ital is thus a secondary question to whether or not production. is for. production’ s 
sake or. for the sake of Boasety=: = : 


Next (after the ausenton of ecaneniieion of exploitative rights) Trotsky says 
that the bureaucrats enjoy. their. privileges as an abuse of power. This would be. 
correct if they had been placed. in power by the workers and then began to take 
privileges for themselves. However, this was not and is not the. case. ‘The, bu 
reaucracy is.a self~perpetuatine piper acy. 2 8y are not placed in power a 

the working class. Their power is derived solely from their. control of the state. 
and the means of production. It has been the case historically for those who as 
control the state and the means of production ieee ruling classes) to grant 
themselves various privileges in relation to. the. other classes. For instance, 
the feudal lord granted himself the privilege of. the first night with prospective. 
brides, as well as more important economic and social privileres. The bourpeoi- 
sie grants itself various privileges, like the right not to work but still. to. 
live luxuriously, . and the right of its children to the best education that bour- 
geois society can offer. When the working class. rul ed in Russia, it granted it- 
self. the privilege of requisitioning the surplus-product of the peasantry. In 
all of these cases.the.privileges stemmed from. the fact that the. eroup taking the 
privileges was: the ruling. class in. society’ placed in power and. kept in power by | 


its own struggle in society. Just so the bureaucracy in Russia maintains itself 
in power through its own initiative and its own struegle in society. This is 
carried out through its suppression of the proletariat through the means of the 
state apparatus and the exploitation of the proletariat throueh the accumulation 
of capital derived from the surplus value produced by the Russian workers who are 
forced: to sell their labor to the state. In order to abuse power, one must make 
use of it in a manner which is contrary to the interests of those who keep you 
there. However, the bureaucracy stays where it is in society not because it is 
the tool of the proletariat, but because 4t contains within itself all of the 
power within the Soviet Union. Therefore it can no more abuse its power, given 
it through its own struggle against the workers, than the bourgeoisie in the 
other capitalist countries can abuse the power derived through its exploitation, 
suppression and oppression of the workers. — a8 ; os 


Trotsky's next of “telling criticisms" is that the bureaucracy conceals its 
wealth and that it pretends that it is not a special group in society. It is 
such a simple matter to dispose of these two arguments that we are surprised that 
Trotsky even raised them. We will answer Trotsky with Trotsky: 


Workers no less than capitalists have the right to know the "secrets" 
of the factory, of the trust, of the whole branch of industry, of the 

-. national economy as a whole. First and foremost, banks, heavy industry 
and centralized transport should be placed under an observation glass. 


The immediate tasks of workers’ control should be to explain the debits 
and credits of society, beginning with individual business undertak- 
ings; to determine the actual share of the national income appropriat- 
ed by individual capitalists and. by the exploiters as a whole; to ex- 

pose the behind-the-scenes deals and swindles of banks and trusts: fi- 
nally, to reveal to all members of society that unconscionable squan- 

dering of human labor which is the result of capitalist anarchy and the 
naked pursuit of profits. ae Pi seco ta OE 

(Trotsky, The Death Agony of Capitalism and the Tasks of the 
Fourth International, pp. 13-14) nee us 


Why, we must ask, must the workers go about exposing and revealing all of the 
money which the capitalists are taking out of the economy if the capitalists are 
not hiding their wealth? Wouldn't it be simpler to merely look in the newspapers 
or the journals of the capitalists? Of course not, precisely because the capi- 
talists do conceal their profits. Many methods are used to achieve these ends. 
One method is the organization of “non-profit” foundations. Another is by giv- 
ing donations to so-called charities and getting deductions off their income 
tax. Another way is by dividing up their wealth among various members of their | 
family. Another method is hiring sharp tax lawyers to find loopholes in the in- 
come tax laws to show that they don't have as much money as they really do. And 
finally the most obvious and crude method is to simply lie and say they aren't 
making money but losing it when they're really rolling in profits. So the bu- 
reaucracy conceals its profits. What else is new? As far as the bureaucracy 
pretending that it's nothing special and is just part of the mainstream of Rus- 


sian society, Trotsky has obviously not read any American grade school textbooks. 
In the United States, so propaganda tells us, no one is a special group opposed — 
to the rest of society. Everyone is equal. It's just that some make more money — 
than others. As George Orwell pointed out in Animal Farm (and this is true for 
both the Soviet Union and the United States to differing degrees): All are equal. 
But, some are more equal than others, Even Peter Camejo of the Socialist Work- 
ers Party points out that while in the past ruling classes dressed up in rich 


silks and other finery and strutted around making everyone bow to them, such is 


i 9 
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not the case with the capitalists who try to appear. part of. the mainstream of 
society. This is true in both the United States and in Russia. The fact that 
the Russian rulers conceal their income and pretend not to be a special group 
does not prove a thine. | : BPE a te ak ee 


Trotsky says that the bureaucracy is a social parasite. And what pray tell is 
the capitalist class? In Soctaliem: Utoptan and Setentifie Engels writes of the 
evolution of the capitalist class: ree hes a 


If the crises demonstrate the incapacity of the bourgeoisie for manag~ 
ing any longer: modern productive forces, the, transformation of the 
great establishments for production and distribution into joint-stock 
companies, trusts and state property, show how unnecessary the bourseoi- 
sie are for that purpose. All the social functions of the capitalist 
are now performed by salaried employees. The capitalist has no further 
social function than that of pocketing dividends, tearing off coupons, — 
and gambling on the Stock Exchange, where the different capitalists 
despoil one another of their capital. At first the capitalistic mode 
of production forces out the workers. Now it forces out the capital- 
ists, and reduces them, just as it reduced. the workers, to the ranks 

of the surplus population, although not immediately into those of the 
industrial reserve army. pa 2 | | 


* 


(Engels, Socialism: Utopian'and Sctentifte, pa 67): oe 


Marx concurs with this view in Capital: 


‘The capitalist mode of production has brought matters to a point where 

the work of supervision, entirely divorced From the ownership of capi- 

tal, is always readily obtainable. It has, therefore, come to be use- 

less for the capitalist to perform it himself. » 2 ee 
(Marx, Capital, Vol. IIT, p. 386). - 


Thus it is easy to see and we have always said in our propaganda that the capi- 
talist is no longer necessary for continued production. What then are these use~ 
less beings who spend their days clipping coupons, gambling (on the Stock Exchanre 
or in Las. Vegas) and just generally living off the fat of the land without doing 
anything of necessity for the upkeep of production, if not social parasites? 


In The Class Nature of the. Sovtet State Trotsky has this to say on social para- 
sitism: | | : pi Si TO ag Mle Bh <i . 


To put it plainly, insofar as the bureaucracy robs the people (and this 
is done in various ways by every bureaucracy), we have to deal not 
with class exploitation, in the scientific sense of the word, but 
with soctal parasitism, althoush on a very large scale. During the 
Middle Ages, the clergy constituted a class or an estate, insofar as 
its rule depended on a specific system of land property and forced la- 
bor. The present-day church constitutes not an exploiting class but a 
‘parasitic corporation. It would be silly to actually speak of the 
American clergy as a special ruling class; yet it is indubitable that - 
the priests of the different colors and denominations devour in the 
United States a big portion of the surplus value. In its traits of 
parasitism, the bureaucracy, as well as the clergy, is similar to the 
lumpen proletariat, which likewise does not. represent, as is well known, 
an independent "class." | 8 2 oe 4 vi : 
(iitinge of Leon Trotsky (1933-34), p. 114, emph. in orig.) 


WR! ark Soe 


Very nice. But what does it prove? Trotsky asserts that the bureaucracy Tep~ 
resents social parasitism and then goes off and talks, about the clerey and the 
lumpen. proletariat. Does Trotsky forget that. it is the Russian bureaucracy which 
controls the means of production in the Soviet Union? Does he forget. that it is 
the bureaucracy which plans the economy, in the Soviet Union in their own inter- 
ests? Does he forget that it is the bureaucracy which decides what wages the -.. 
Russian workers will receive for their tabor? Do all of these qualities apply 

to the clergy and the lumpen proletariat? Not in the least. The clerey may be 
very wealthy and it may rob the people, but it does not control the means of pro~- 
duction a la the bureaucracy in Russia. The lumpen proletariat may leech off. 
gociety, but it, too, does not control the. means of production. Is the Russian 
bureaucracy a parasitic excresence? Yes, dust as all capitalist classes have be~ 
come parasitic excresences no longer necessary for production and the advance of 
society. ees a - 


Finally we turn to Lenin on the question of what is a class: 


We call classes large groups of .people that are distinctive by the 
place they occupy in a definite historically established system of so-- 
cial production; by their relations towards the means of production 
(in the majority of cases fixed and formulated in laws); by their role 
in the social system of labour; and consequently, by their method of | 
obtaining the share of national wealth which they dispose of, and by 
the size of that share. Classes are such groups of people one of which 
can appropriate the labour of another owing to the difference in their 
position in a given system of social.economy. . 

(from Cliff, Russta: A Marxist Analysts, D- 116) 


In gukharin's Historical Matertattem we find the Marxist distinction between 
class and caste: eae . #2 ee “2 a. ay 


A social class~-we have seen--is the aggregate of persons playing the 

same part in production, standing tn the same relation. toward other 

persons in the production process, these relations betng also expressed 
in things (instruments of labor). It follows that in the process of | 
distribution the common element of each class is its uniform source of — 

. $neome, for the conditions in the distribution of products are deter~ 
mined by the conditions in production. Textile workers and metal work- 
ers are not two separate classes, but a single class, since they bear 
the same relation to certain other persons (engineers, capitalists) - 
Similarly, the proprietors of a mine, a brick-field, a corset-factory, 

- are all of one class: for regardless of the physical differences be-. 
tween the things they manufacture, they occupy a common (“commanding”) 
position with regard to the persons engaged in the process of produc~ 
tion, which position ig also expressed in thins (“capital") + 


‘What is the difference between 4 social: clase and a social caste? A 
class, as we have seen, is a catepory of persons united by a.common 
role in the production process, a totality in which each member. has 
about the same relative position with regard to the other functions in 
the production process.- A social caste; on the other hand, is a eroup 
of persons united by their’ common position in the juristic or legal or- 
der of society. Landlords are 4 class; the nobility are a caste: the 

great landlords are defined by, a common production types net so the 
nobility. The noble has certain legal rights and privileges, due to 
his “noble station”. Yet, economically speaking; this noble may be in- 
poverished: he may barely vepetate; he may be a glumdweller; but his 


a 


| station rematan that. of a- noble; such is ‘the Baron in. Gorki's Lower 
Depths eeee t 


.. On the. other Mend: ae a caste may. fail to. dortessond in Meteenee 
way, as already shown: one might belong to a "lower class". but “"hicher 
caste” (an impoverished nobleman may become a janitor or. stoker), or 
. the reverse: one may belong to a lower caste and. higher class. (a. pea-. 
_. sant may become a wealthy merchant).... . : 
(Bukharin, Histortcaltsm, p. 276, pp. 278-279, D. 280, emph. in orig.) 


First.we will dea wi ith. a very. important point which Lenin makes and then move on 
to Trotsky’ s analysis. of the Soviet bureaucracy-as a caste, One of the major. 
arguments put forth by more formalistic-minded Trotskyists is that the Soviet bu-~ 
reaucracy can not be a class because it does not have. legal title to the means of 
production as do. all ruling classes. However, as we can see from reading Lenin 
(and Lenin was. not one to use words without. ‘some reasons). we find. that this is. 
true only in the. majority.of cases, but that it need not always apply. If for 
reasons of the ruling class they see it in their interests to hold their. property 
by other means. that is fine with them.. Marxists hold that production relations | 
are important, not scraps of paper called deeds and titles. For instance, for 
quite some time the English bourgeoisie. ruled on the basis of the Magna Carta, 
which was a feudal document. . This did. not, Howeve? nake England a feudal state. 


On the question of class or caste. Bukharin gives us the Marxist differentiation 
between the two social groupings. Now let us see how this applies to the Soviet 
bureaucracy. Do the Soviet bureaucrats have the same relation to the means of 
production? Yes, that of control over. then. Are the. incomes. of the bureaucrats 
(the commanding heights) generally, in the same. range? Yes, and it is well above 
that of the working class. Finally and most important! ly, if a bureaucrat becomes 
impoverished and is forced to become a janitor, or even a metal worker, does, he 
remain a bureaucrat (a la the impoverished nobleman)? The answer is no; he be- 
comes a worker and ceases to have a say in controlling the means of production... 
If the worker becomes a bureaucrat does he remain a worker? The answer is ob- 
vious. There is still in society some upward and. downward mobility between 
classes. There is little if any mobility between castes. And what does Trotsky 
say about ce Geran EE sOnie rd ae 


+ We Srequateay: eat She Soviet butaaicsacs a caste, NAgerccor tae 
thereby its shut-in character, its arbitrary rule, and the haughtiness 
of the ruling stratum which considers that its progenitors issued from 
the divine lips of Brahma whereas the popular. masses originated from 
the grosser portions of his anatomy. But even this.definition does not 
of course possess a strictly scientific character. Its relative super- 
fority lies in this, that the make-shift character of the term is clear 
to everybody, since it would enter nobody's mind to identify the Moscow 
oligarchy with the Hindu caste of Brahmins, The old sociological term- 
inology did not and could not prepare.a name for. a new social event 
: Which is in process of evolution (degeneration) and. water has not as~- 
- gumed stable forms.... |. 
Gtrotshy, In Defense of Maveiem, p. ®) 


We can see from this ‘two. “dmportant factors.. ‘One: Broteiy! s reasoning Gehind the 
term caste is completely wrong. He does not begin. with. the Marxist conception 
of the caste, but instead with a literary reference. to. the Bindu . Brahmins (some- 
thing which it. would enter. nobody's mind to do). He says that the term under- 
scores the shut-in character of the bureaucracy. | However,. in The Revolution Be- 
trayed he uses the fact. that the bureaucracy . is recruited, z.¢., not shut-in, to 
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prove that the bureaucracy is not a class. It would appear that he is trying to 
have his cake and eat it too. Something which can not be done. He points out 
the arbitrary rule of the Moscow oligarchy. And is the rule of the British or 
American capitalists something less than arbitrary? He points out the haughti- 
ness. of the bureaucracy. And is Rockefeller just “one of the guys?" As we have 
seen, according to the Marxist definition of a caste as expounded by Bukharin, 
Trotsky's use of the term in reference to the Russian bureaucracy is nothing more 
than a flight of literary whimsy based on false premises and anatoviess not con- 
erete reality. 


The second important factor is contained in the sentence: "The old socieiogieay 
terminology did not and could not prepare a name for a new social event which is 
in process of evolution (degeneration) and which has not assumed stable forms." 
Thus, for Trotsky the term caste was a makeshift term to name something which he 
could not fully understand. It was also a name for something which he saw as 
being transitory. He also felt that the term caste showed this transitory qual- 

ity. However, today, over thirty years after Trotsky wrote these words, his fol- 
lowers still call the Soviet bureaucracy a caste, and base themselves on what 
Trotsky saw as transitory qualities over three decades ago. This failure to 
analyze on their own is part and parcel of the iconization of Trotsky which leads 
various Trotskyist organizations to take the words of Trotsky spoken in the © 
1930's about current events and repeat them as dopma today. Such is a Talmudic 
method, not a dialectical materialist method. | 


If one studies and analyzes the functions of the Soviet bureaucracy, and their 
relationship as a group to the means of production and to the working class in» 
Russia, - one will find that the Soviet bureaucracy is indeed a capitalist class. 
In summarizing this section on workers' control of the means of production and _ 
the class nature of the Soviet Union we will quote from the Theses of Comrades — 
Marcneux, Guerin, and Darboux: 


Only the real ha saseven of the means of evedaction by the masses and 
2 their organs (Soviets, trade unions, Party) can alter the capitalist 
chatecter of the means of production.... 


What deeseateas the character of the economy, and therefore of the 
state, is not its form but its content, which is determined by the > 
class relations within the economy (who really owns the means of pro-- 
duction? Is surplus value controlled by the proletariat?).... 


In stabilizing its domination the ruling layer takes on the character ~ 
of a ruling class, which differs only in appearance but not in essence 
from the ruline classes of the ‘old’ capitalist countries. 
_(SWP International Information Bulletin, vOke Ey, Now -@, ps 64, 
emph. in orig.) 


Habtondlized Property Form and Content 


The fundamental error of the Trotskyists in confusing form with content in the 
Russian economy is their belief that workers’ control can exist without workers’ 
control. In carrying out this piece of magical wizardry they point out that 
property ‘in the Soviet Union is nationalized, ergo., the Soviet Union is a work- 
ers’ state and. the workers have control. For as we all know, state property and 
private property stand on opposite sides of the barricades. However, the Trot- 
skyists to the contrary, notwithstanding, such is not the case in the material 
world. We will attempt to illustrate this not only as regards the Soviet Union, 
but also as regards several other countries which the Trotskyists do regard as ~ 


aera 
We poker once: again to “Roger By Cross’ 8. "Why: Not. Analyze the Russian Beonomy? : 


. “What are: oe revaeienet: The erly possible aisantar is. the relation 
which various groups.in 4 society have to property. If. one group con- 
_trols. the property, exploiting the rest of the groups by control of it, 
and the exploited eroups wrest, control of that property,.a change. in 
|property relations. has quite obviously taken place. This is.what will 

.. happen if the Russian workers displace. the Stalinist bureaucracy. 
Whether such a revolt in Russia is called political or economic, the 
result will be the same, that is, the property relations will be changed 
in the same way in Russia as they would in America. were oa capitalist 
aa. overthrown here. 0-0 °* 

(SW ‘internat But latin, You. ‘No. %, p. 16) 


This is it in a “aateheld. Praperty: nationalized as it ‘is, in the Soviet Union 
is not in the hands: of the working class. It is necessary. for the working class 
to wage a struggle to-achieve ‘control of the means of, production. Such a. strug- 
gle ts..a social revolution and social. revolutions are the. highest. expression of 
the class struggle, t.e., the struggle of class against. class, The working class 
in’ Russia no more has control of Soviet industry than the MOREA class: in Bol- 
ivia has control of the nationalized tin mines... as 


However, for those:who will not. believe:Comrade Cross and ourselves that the sine 
‘qua non. of capitalism is not private Cz, é. individual). pronersy) we will. ‘turn to 
Marx and weet ee ‘who. were by + no means revisionists: SA 


TA any case: Hehe. trusts Or | err He official vie orcaenbacive of. 
_eapitalist society--the state--will ultimately have to undertake the. 
direction of production... The necessity of conversion into state. prop- 
erty is felt first in the great institutions for intercourse and -com- 
Cet conenene post: netree phe Fekegraphs;: the railways. . 


tft the crises: Gemsnat vane: ches peepee of the ‘bourgeoisie. for 1 man- 
aging any longer modern producti ive forces, .the transformation of the 
ereat establishments for production and distribution. into foint-stock 
companies, trusts and state. prOper show. how unnecessary the bourgeoi~ 
sie are for that puTEpeeeie m 
But the: ee ue heriations, ‘either. into Aointreton companies. and trusts, 
or into state ownership, does not do away. with the capitalistic: nature 
of the productive forces. In.the joint-stock companies and. trusts. 
this is obvious.:.And the modern state,.again, is only the organisation 
that bourgeois society: takes on in order to. support. the external con= 
ditions of the capitalist mode of production: against the encroachments, 
/as well of the. workers. as of. individual capitalists. The modern state, 
no matter what its. form; ds essentially a capitalist. machine, the state 
of the capitalists, the ideal versonification of the total. national. 
capital.. The more it proceeds to the taking over of productive forces, 
the more does it become the actual national capitalist, the more citi~ 
‘zens does it exploit. The workers remain wage workers~-proletarians. 
/The capitalist relation is not done away with. It is rather brought 
to a head. But, brought to a head,.dt topples over. State ownership 
of the productive forces is. not the solution of the conflict but con- 
cealed within it are the technical SonseErOns that form the. elements 
of that solution. Bip ste ne 
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This solution can only exist in the practical recognition of the. social 
nature of the modern forces of production, and therefore in the har- 
monising of the modes of production, appropriation and exchange with | 
the socialised character of the means of production. And this can only 
come about by society openly and directly taking possession of the pro- 
ductive forces which have outgrown all control except that of society 
as a whole. The social character of the means of production and of | 

the products today reacts against the producers, periodically Mariste 
all production and exchange, acts: only like a ee of nature working 
blindly fovetolys deskpuceivet yor i 


...The difference is as that’ between che deatvuctive forces of electri-~ 
city in the lightning of’ the storm, and electricity under command. in © . 
the telegraph and the voltaiv arc; the difference between a conflagra~ 
tion, and fire working in the service of man. With this recognition 
at last of the real nature of the productive forces of today, the social 
anarchy of production gives place to a social regulation of production 
upon a definite plan, according to the needs of the community and of 
each individual. Then the capitalist mode of appropriation, in which 
the product enslaves first the producer and then the appropriator, | is: 
replaced by the mode of appropriation of the products that is based” 
upon the nature of the modern means of production... : 
(Engels, Soctaltsm: Utopian and Scientifte, pp. 66-69, emph. added) 


...For only when the means of production and distribution have actual- 
Ly outgrown the form of management by joint-stock companies, and when, 
therefore, the taking them over by the state has become economically 
inevitable, only then--even if it is the state of today that effects 
this--is there an economic advance, the attainment of another step pre- 
liminary to the taking over of all productive forces by society itself. 
But of late, since Bismarck went in for state ownership of industrial 
establishments, a kind of spurious socialism has arisen, degenerating, 
now and again, into something of flunkeyism, that without more ado de- 
clares aZZ state ownership, even of the Bismarckian sort, to be social- 
istic. Certainly, if the taking over by the state of the tobacco in- 
dustry is socialistic, then Napoleon and Metternich must be numbered 
- among the founders of socialism. If the Belgian state, for quite ordi- 
~ nary political and financial reasons, itself constructed its chief 
railway lines; if Bismarck, not under any economic compulsion, took . 
over for the state the chief Prussian lines, simply to be the better 
able to have them in hand in case of war,'to bring up the railway em~ 
ployees as voting cattle for the government, and especially. to create 
for himself a new source of income independent of parliamentary votes-— 
this was, in no sense, a socialistic measure, directly or indirectly, 
consciously or unconsciously. Otherwise, the Royal Maritime Company, 
the Royal porcelain manufacture, and even the: regimental tailor of the 
army would also be socialistic institutions, or even, as was seriously 
proposed by a sly dog in Frederick William TIL! s reign, the taking over 
by the state of the brothels. 

(Ibid. , note on pp. 66-67, ounts in orig.) 


«»-progress in edaedetieaticn ddés not in any way depend upon a ee 
tive growth in the magnitude of social canital. And this is the spéeci- 
fic difference between centralisation and concentration, the latter 
being only another name for reproduction on an extended scale. Cen- 
tralisation may result from a mere change in the distribution of cap- 
itals already existing, from a simple alteration in the quantitative 


grouping of. the component parts: of social capital. Here capital can 

* grow into powerful masses in 4 single hand because there it has been, 
withdrawn: from many individual hands. - In any given branch of industry _ 
centralisation would reach its extreme limit if all the . individual . cap- 
itals invested in it:were fused into. a single capital. . In a. given so~ 
eiety the limit would be reached only when the entire.social capital 
was united i in the. hands of either a single capitalist or a single. cap- 
ACSET St eombanya 


Centralisation completes the work of:accumulation. by enabling indus- 


-: trial capitalists to extend the scale of their operations. Whether 
this latter result is the consequence of. accumulation or: centralisa~ 


~tion, whether centralisation is accomplished by the. violent. method of 
'- annexation-~when certain capitals become such. preponderant centres of . 
attraction for others that.they. shatter the ‘individual cohesion of the 

. latter and then draw the separate fragments to themselves~-or whether 
the fusion of a number of capitals already formed or in the process of 
formation takes place by the smoother process of organising joint- 
stock companies--the economic effect remains the same. Everywhere the 


increased scale of industrial establishments is the starting-point for - She 


a more comprehensive organisation of, the collective work of many, for 
-a wider development of their. material motive forces~~in other words, Ss 
for the progressive transformation of isolated processes of production, » 

'- garried on by customary methods, into RECCess Re of. production socially | 
combined and scientifically arranged. 3 

aa Capirat, Vole 2, pe 627) 


3 Three Perens puke of anteater seeduetions: 


1) Concentration of means of production in few hands, whereby they 

- cease to appear as the property of the immediate labourers and turn 
into social production capacities... Even if. initially they are the pri- 
vate property. of capitalists.. These are the trustees of bourgeois so~ 
ciety, but they. pocket all. the BEDEESUR of this. trusteeship. 


2) Organisation of taneur itself tees seeatal Labour: cheouch co~opera- 
tion, division of. nRADORE and the papers ae labour with the natural 
 POREDESS cs oN = el! Hy DERE ot @ 


3) preston of the world tamenee: oo @ 
: (Marx, Capital, Vob. fils @«. 266) 


| Tit. Fornation of stock companies. Thereby: 


1 


‘L) An: enormous expansion of. the ‘scale of seduction ae a enterprises, 
that was impossible for individual capitals. At the same. time, enter~. 


+ prises that were formerly government entervrises, become public. 


2) The. apical which. in itself rests on a social. mode of production 


“and presupposes a social.concentration of means of production and labor- 


power, is here directly endowed with the form of. social capital (capi-~ 
tal of directly associated individuals) as distinct from private capi- 
tal, and its undertakings. assume the form: of social undertakings as 
distinct from. private undertakings. It is the abolition of capital | as 
_ private. property within the peemewerk of capitalist oroduction itself. 
Ce aot ee ; ae 
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If we briefly examine these quotes we will find that private property. ‘1s not ab- 
solutely necessary to capitalist production and that there exists the tendency 

to abolish private property under capitalism. Property remains ‘private in the 
sense that it is owned by a small minority of society as a whole, but there is 
nothing inherent in capitalism to keep the capitalist class of a single country 
from owning its property jointly. We could in relation» to this ask who owns a 
joint-stock company or a trust? These corporations are not owned by. individuals, 
but by groups. . : 


The first quote from Engels indicates that not only is. the tendency for. state 
ownership of the means of production possible under capitalism, it is absolutely 
necessary if canital is going to develop to any extent. This is precisely the 
reason why many semi~colonial countries have turned to government owned and. op- 
erated industrial enterprises (Israel, Egypt, Algeria, various Latin American 
countries, etc.). In fact, it is precisely the development of capital carried 
out in the Eastern European states, due to the collectivization of the national 
capital under the auspices of the Soviet imperialists that was a fundamental el- 
ement in the stabilization - capitalism atter the Second Imperialist World: War. 


There are many teasons why the proletariat did not come ‘to power after. the. Second 
Imperialist World War, thus allowing capitalism to remain in existence. The 
Stalinists and Social-Democrats who held sway over the proletariat in most of 

the Western Eurepean countries channelled the energies of the proletariat into 
reformism in the name of bourgeois partisanism. The Trotskyists of the Fourth 
International meanwhile were busy cheering on Tito and Mao as they (Tito and Mao) 
worked for the restabilization of capitalism in Yugoslavia and China along the 
lines of the Soviet Union. Without an understanding of the bourgeois nature of 
these states (Russia, China, Yugoslavia, etc.) there can be no proletarian so- 
clalist revolution. | 


Since the Second Inperieliet World War the road of ar ieaaieaeted ane ecatearts 
zation has been taken by more and more undérdeveloped countries in order to make 
them more “competitive” with the advanced capitalist countries. That is, to put 
their national bourgeoisies in more of a bargaining position with the imperial- 
ists to try and win a larger piece of the surplus-—value pie. 


Two prime examples of this are ‘Mparts and Egypt. Both Algeria aprde thet ' 'rev- 
olution” and Egypt with the overthrow of the monarchy and the coming to power of 
Nasser nationalized extensively. The reason for this was precisely to put the 
bourgeoisie in a stronger position VL LS-Q~ULS both the imperialists and the work- 
ing class. Also if "private", that is, individual property were maintained, the 
bourgeoisie would be unable to maintain its profits (that is, its share of the 
profits). So enamored with the concept of "state property equals workers’ state” 
were the Pabloist leaders of the Fourth International in the 1960's that Pablo 
himself took a portfolio in the Algerian ' ‘revolutionary" BOvermment of Ben Bella, 
and Pablo disciple Livio Maitan kept screaming about Nasser's “cold revolution” 
in Egypt. After all it had state property didn't it? 


Latin America has seen a rash of nationalizations, particularly of. mings, ‘by 
various radical nationalist bourgeois regimes. Two in ‘particular being Bolivia 
and Chile. (This is, of course, not to mention Cuba which nationalized all of 
its industry after the bourgeois political revolution led by Fidel Castro, Che 
Guevara and the July 26 Movement.) » Bolivia's mines were nationalized in the 
early fifties. They remain nationalized today. These mines were not owned by 
Bolivian capitalists, but by foreign capitalists. When they were taken over, 
they were taken over by the Bolivian state, not by individual Bolivian capital- 
ists or by groups of Bolivian capitalists. The profits which are accrued from 
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the Bolivian tin mines and the exploitation. of the tin miners (yes, Bolivian tin 
miners are exploited by the Bolivian state!) go directly. into the coffers. of the 
Bolivian state treasury. | They are not divided up, amongst. various bondholders or 
stockholders. It is a state, not a joint-stock. company. However, even, though 
the profits go to.. the state, the. Bolivian miners are still exploited by capital. 
The profits accrued from the mines are. used to do two things. First, part of the 
ee are accumulated: as more capital. Second, part..of. the profits are used to 

inance, in part. the functioning of the Bolivian state, that. is, the functioning 
of the executive committee of the Bolivian bourgeoisie... The same. holds true for 
the mines and industries: nationalized by the Allende regime in Chile. When Cas~ 
tro talks about. Allende moving down. the road to. socialisn, he means it. Of course 

he is referring to Russian,, Chinese, Cuban socialisn,. 4.@., state eapitalisn. 
Whether or not.Allende will be able to peacefully consolidate Ch ilean capital or 
whether it will take a political revolution remains to be seen. 


Nationalization of property. hae: not, been. limited to. paceaaed and. and seaove ones 
countries. Several industries and means of transportation and communication in 
many Western European countries are nationalized (especially in Scandinavia and 
Great Britain). . Surely. it can not be denied that even though the railroads and 
many mines in Great Britain are nati fonalized, that the workers. are. exploited. 

Of course, the Trotskyists. would respond, "But. the railroads in Great Britain 
are not nationalized under workers "control!" True. And where is. vorkerg' con 
trol in Russia, China, Cuba, ete.? 


Another example of. nationalization and direct state jaeeenie is. the United States 
Postal Service. Until just recently the United States Post Office was owned di-~ 
rectly by the government. The postal workers were exploited at irectly by the 
capitalist state and profits from this exploitation went directly to the capital- 
ist state. Recently the mails were placed under semi-private ownership and con- 
trol. This, however, has proven to be a. fiasco and there is a good chance that. 
the state will resume ownership and. control of the Postal Service soon. What. 
this points up is not, -ereeping | socialism, but precisely what Engels foresaw. - 
That is, the necessity for continued centralization and government .cont rol and 
PETE See of more and more of the means of Beaten ton _ 


“Ornee Sian tes can. As iced of state ownership of the means. of peodueeion in var- 
fous countries which even the.Trotskyists recognize as capitalist. The Renault 
factory at Rouen in France, the television industry. in Ireland, various mines 
_and. industries tn Mexico, and various industries in. Israel are just a few of the 
many examples of “public. ownership" of the means. 108: production. 


In the last’ paragraph of the First quote Engels points out the: fundamental aif- 
ference between state ownership with. with workers’.control and state ownership 
without workers' control, 4.@., state. capitalism. While both are state ownership 
one functions in the interests of society as a whole while. the other functions in 
a reactionary manner against the interests of society as a whole and particularly 
against the proletariat... Even Bukharin was able to. delineate the difference be-’ 


ae state capitalism and state prepare y under. workers ' control even though the 
form of state pr enerty was the same 


tn cae system. of state ‘capitalism the economic . ‘subject is the capttal- 
tet state, the collective capitalist. In the: dictatorship of the pro~. 
letariat, the economic subject is, the proletarian, state, the collec- 
: tively organised working class, ' The proletariat organised as the state 
power.’ Under state capitalism, | the production process is that of the | 
production of surplus value which falls into the hands of a capitalist 
class, which tries to transform this value into surplus product. Under 


the dictatorship of the proletariat the production process is a means: 
for the planned satisfaction of social needs. The system of state cap- 
_italism is the most complete form of exploitation of the masses by a = 
handful of oligarchs. The dictatorship of the proletariat makes any 
exploitation whatsoever altogether unthinkable, as it transforms col- 
lective capitalist property oo its bprivate capitalist form into col- 
lective-proletarian 'property'! Notwithstanding their formal similar- 
ity, these are diametrical opposites in content. This antagonism de~ 
termines also the antagonism of all the parts of the systems | under dis- 
‘cussion, even if formally they are similar. Thus, for instance, the 
general labour duty under state capitalism means the enslavement of the 
working masses: as against this under the dictatorship of the. proletar~. 
iat it is nothing but the self-organisation of labour by the masses: | 
in the former case the mobilisation of ‘industry means the strengthen- 
ing of the power of the bourgeoisie and the strengthening of the capi- 
talist regime, while in the latter it means the strengthening of so- 
cialism. Under the state capitalist structure all the forms of state 
compulsion represent a pressure which will assure, broaden and deepen 
the process of exploitation, while state compulsion under the dictator- 
ship of the proletariat represents a method of building up communist 
society. In short, the functional contradiction between the formally > 
similar phenomena te here whotly determined by the functional contra- 
diction between the systems of organisation, by their contradictory 
class characteristics. oe 
(from cliff, Russta: A Maraist Analysts, p. aoe is not ours)” 


It was against precisely this confusion of state property per se being equiva- 
lent to socialism or socialistic property, t.@., the property of a workers' state, 
that Engels warned about in the second quote. Here he makes it quite clear that 
state property can be capitalist property and warns against those who would see > 
state property in and of itself as resting | on the proletarian side of the barri- 
cades. Of course, the Trotskyists would answer Engels with their famous tauto~ 
logy: The Soviet Union's state property, however, unlike Prussia is workers' 

state property because Russia is a workers’ state, And why is Russia a workers" 
state? Because it has nationalized property and a planned economy. Thus, it's 

a workers’ state because it has state property and the state property is the 
property of a workers' state because the state is a workers' state. If we hack 
through the tautology here we find that the state property is the property of a 
workers' state because the state property is state property. The Trotskyists to-~ 
day play toward the Soviet Union precisely that role which Engels described some 
Ss0Gras tees as playing toward Bismarck: pEunheyest: 


The various quotes from Marx illustrate that Engels was not a revisionist when 
he pointed out the possibility and probability of state property under capital- 
ism. The same was foreseen by Marx himself. In fact when Marx discusses the 
various chines which are the main features of capitalism, individual property is 
not one of them. We must understand precisely what is meant by private property. 
Private property can mean two things. First it can mean the property of indivi- 
dual capitalists, in which case it was fundamentally abolished with the advent. 
of joint-stock corporations and trusts as Marx and Engels point out. Secondly 

it can mean that the means of production are not owned by society as a whole, 

but by a small section of that society, 4.@., the capitalist class. The capi- 
talists need not hold these means of production as individuals, but can hold them 
as a collective entity defending them as Engels said not only against the rest of 
society, but Bearnee the attempted encroachments of various. individual capital- 
ists. 
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Having now illustrated the definite possibility of capital existing as state cap- 
ital, and thus putting aside the infantile argument that state property auto- 
matically rests on the proletarian side of the barricades whether the proletariat 
has anything to do with its control or not, we can move on to the expression of 
various aspects of the capitalist economy within the Soviet Union, which is the 
major representative of state capitalist economy. The Trotskyists have attempted 
though not with facts but assertions to prove that the laws of capitalism do not 
apply to the Soviet economy. In the next few pages we will show that these as- 
sertions are fallacious and deny the concrete reality of economic life in the 
Soviet Union. 


Marx's Generaltzattons of Capttaltst Production 


In Volume III of Capttal Marx summarizes the general characteristics of capital~ 
ist production as follows: 


Capitalist production is distinguished from the outset by two charac- 
teristic features. 


First. It produces its products as commodities. The fact that it 
produces commodities does not differentiate it from other modes of 
production; but rather the fact that being a commodity is the dominant 
and determinant characteristic of its products. This implies, first 
and foremost, that the labourer himself comes forward merely as a sel- 
ler of commodities, and thus as a free wage-labourer, so that labour 
appears in general as wage-labour. In view of what has already been 
said, it is superfluous to demonstrate anew that the relationship be- 
tween capital and wage labour determines the entire of the mode of pro- 
duction. The princinal agents of the mode of production itself, the 
capitalist and the wage-labourer, are as such merely embodiments, per- 
sonifications of capital and wage-labour; definite social characteris- 
tics stamped upon individuals by the process of social production: the 
products of these definite social production relations. 


...Furthermore, already implicit in the commodity, and even more so in 
the commodity as a product of capital, is the materialisation of the 
social features of production and the personification of the material 
foundations of production, which characterise the entire capitalist 
mode of production. 


The second distinctive feature of the capitalist mcde of production is 
the production of surplus-value as the direct aim and determining mo- 
tive of production. Capital produces essentially capital, and does so 
only to the extent that it produces surplus-value, and further in con- 
sidering the transformation of surpius-value into profit, how a mode 
of production peculiar to the capitalist period is founded hereon-- 
a special form of development of the social productive powers of labour, 
but confronting the labourer as powers of capital rendered independent, 
and standing in direct opposition therefore to the labourer's own de- 
velopment. Production for value and surplus-value implies, as has been 
shown in the course of our analysis, the constantly operating tendency 
to reduce the labour-time necessary for the production of a commodity, 
i.e., its value, below the actually prevailing social average. The 
pressure to reduce cost-price to its minimum becomes the strongest le- 
ver for raising the social productiveness of labour, which, however, 
appears here only as a continual increase in the productiveness of capital. 
(Marx, Capital, Vol. III, pp. 879-881, emoh. in orig.) 
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It is with Marx's analysis of capitalism in mind that we must lock at the econ-. 
omy of the Soviet Uni on. Commodity production ander capitalism is not the pro- - 
duction of commodities. as things, ¢.¢., as use~values , but the production of. com~ 
modities as exchange-values. — It is. the. production of commodities for the market. 
where the capitalist. hopes to realize his. profit. The antithesis of production 
for exchange is production: for use. In pre-class. society, 7 Go's: primitive com - 
munism, all production was for use, It was only with the advent of class. society 
that some. production went. toward exchange, and only | with the advent of capital- 
ist society that the fundamental . production for society was for exchange. Goods 
in the Soviet Union are not distributed as use-values. They are sold as exchange 
values. Workers in the Soviet Union, sell their’ labor-power to the state in ex- 
change for wages. With these wages they are _ ‘able to buy goods on the Soviet. _ 
market. Even the means of production in the Soviet Union are sold. They are_ 
sold to various other countries, principally the Eastern European countries and . 
Cuba, but also other countries such as India and Egypt. | 


Trotsky theorized that the Soviet Union had suffered a souateeseavoigeien: in the 
arena of distribution, and that while the Soviet economy rested ‘on a proletarian 
mode of production, it rested on a bourgeois mode of distribution. However, in . 
this theory he contradicted the thesis put forward in the 1919 program of the 
Bolshevik Party and in the ABC of Communism by Bukharin. and Preobrazhensky ‘that 
to each mode of production there exists its own unique. mode of distribution. . 
Thus it was that under War Communism the Bolshevik leadership of the Soviet. gov— 
ernment turned to rationing (due: to the extreme lack of material goods) as oppos- 
ed to a market economy. The market can not prevail without. capitalism. It is 
inconceivable from the. Marxist point of view. to have a large scale market economy 
dominating distribution, Leary tO. have a bourgeois mode Of. distribution and not 
to have a bourgeois mode of production. | Marx writes in Capitals ; 7 


...ectentific ansiysis of the capitalist mode of éeoducetan: demonstrates 
the contrary, that it is a mode of production of a special kind, with 
specific historical features; that, like any other specific mode of: — 
production, it presupposes a given level of the social produgtive forces 
and their forms of development as its historical precondition; a pre~ 
condition which is itself the historical result and product of a pre= 
ceding process, and from which the new mode of production proceeds as . 
its given basis; that the production relations corresponding to this 
specific, historically | determined mode of production--possess. a speci- 
fic, historical and transitory character; and, finally, that the dis= 
tribution relations essentially coincident with these production ‘rela~ - 
tions are their opposite ates so that both share. the same . nae toEeceh: 
ly transitory character. oSink ts 
(Marx, CARVE»; Vol. III, p. 878), 


Marx ts ‘quite. clear here darsayéng- that distribution ‘relations: are the onbosite 
side of préduction relations." That” 48, they. are two, sides of the sane. coin, the 
coin in this case being capitalisn.. The one can not exist without the other. 
Distribution relations do not outlive productive relations... Feudal ‘distributive 
relations did not. continue to exist after capitalism overcame feudalism as the 
dominant mode of production. ‘The same is true for capitalist distributive rela- 
tions. While it is true that during the transition period. from capitalism to 
socialism that "pure’’ socialist means of distribution will not exist because of 
the lack of material wealth, the. distribution will be based on socialist norms 
and will. be transitional to the ultimate socialist. distribution methods.. It will 
not simply be a case of proletarian production and bourgeois distribution. 


The notion that ae distribution, wage-labor and: commodity production can 


Cae aaa. 
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exist apart” ‘fron capitalist. production isa revisionist notion.and is totally 
alien from Marxisn.:.It is absurd- to: gay: that while comnodities.. in. the. Soviet 
Union, are commodities’ ‘when. they. hit: ‘the stores... bourgeois: methods. of.: distribution) 
they are. “something else apain when: they are produced (use. values. perhaps?. with 

no exchange value?) “This. draws. a. dichotomy..between productive relations. and 
distributive: elationa.” A. dichotomy” which Marx did not. draw.. ‘The. existence of 
production“in’ the Soviet ; Union: as: commodity. production. ‘(production for the. mar-~ 
ket, for exchange) and the” existence’ Of wage~Labor.. (which, ‘can not. exist without 


its eppdarte a ciaia are clear indicators of the bourgeois nature of the Soviet 
8 Sc On my ae i tre ee = oe ae ae TR ote hae : if 





To those whe sroulld’ ‘tell: us: that chore te: ‘no. "wage-Labor. ‘ta. ‘the Soviet, “aa: that 


it is’a workers": ‘state, ‘and that money | dis.just..used. as.a means.. of distribution, 
we “would: ‘point. out’ that ‘the use of money ts not. withering - away” in. the Soviet Un- 
ion, - ‘the ruble has: not: ‘replaced -ration : cards. asa. simple. means.. ‘of distributing. 
use~values tothe “Soviet. population. “The Soviet. workers. are forced to sell | ‘their 
labor * power ‘tothe ‘state. They are -forced,to work for. whatever. enterprise will 





‘fitre, and - ‘they’ have. no: more say: about. their. work. OF reduction, than. workers, dn. 


Great Britain, ‘the: ‘United Statés ‘or Belgiume 


The second féature of canitalien. whieh- Marx. disccseae was. _ production. for surplus- 
value,: more’ specifically surplus-value * as: accumulated, capital. Once again we 
need - “only: ‘Lookvat reality to see” ‘that: ‘such. .isindeed. ‘the -casé. in the Soviet Un- 
ion. Marxists commonly. xefer to..the drive .of ‘capitalists. to» accumulate surplus- 
value as capital as the profit motive of capitalism: » production: for profit 
rather’ than: social: mnéed.: -These-twolentities, profit. and, social. need. are anti- 
thetical.: Te" ‘is’ quite” obvious to anyone who: can ‘read, hear .aind..see that the 
Soviet“ ‘ecohotly ‘is’not.an economy: based ;on: production. for social. need. Is it then 
an economy based on something’ in between. profit. and. social. need? ' The. answer is 
clearly: ROL" Industries: in-the: Soviet. Union..are. set up on a. profit-making bas-~ 
is just as those in.the United Stetes: (yes, . General. Motors even | plans. its.pro- 
duction!). “So. cléar was: the profit-making. aspect. of ‘the. Soviet economy, (not to 
mention. other clear indicators: of Ats.- capitalist. nature) that. the Brogram ‘adopt- 
ed by. the ae oe oF the / Communist, OELy of the. Soviet. Union. said ta part: 
. 3 


rt as" nécessary aa ecumimnise caaaecich ion. to. “make, ‘full use oF coumodity- 
“iloney relations-in'keeping with. their new content. ‘in: the’ socialist per- 
tod’: - In: this; such. instruments: of economic development as. cost account- 
ANE 5: ‘money,’ price,  PROSURE SSR cost,: profit, trade,” credit, vand finance 
play a’ big parte: ... 2) oer 
| (from Theory of Profit in ‘Soctalést Beonomy., pe 79)" 


In short. Ltcissnécessary in’ conmunist..construction: £0 make full, usé- OF Sopetatten 
keeping with: Fenian ‘content ; in: thesoctalist. period. Pegs ae ete i 





Soviet Bee ee Eveed E ieweca gercnding aie drive: of ‘Soviet. naudecys 
had the: gall té: spout .the following as "proof" that. profits in. Soviet | “industry 
were different from. profits in- capitalist, dndustry’ in. his article Profits and 








poem: our country one Coattiies rey corincinie “ony to the. ‘Level, of 
“production” efficiency. .Profit-is: the. difference between the ‘selling 
-. pice of articles and their. costs: But since, our prices,: in. principle, 
express. ‘the: norms ‘of. expenditure. Of: -soedally. necessary. labour, . the, dif- 
ference ‘is: an indicator .of.the comparative economy. with! which . ‘an. item 
is produced. Behind Soviet profits there is nothing except hours: ‘of 
working: ‘time 5 “tons: of raw and other materials: and fuel,, and. kdlowatt- 
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“hours of electrical energy that have been saved. .Our profits-cannot. 
"smell" of anything but that. “We do not. justify profits obtained... . .. 
_through accidental circumstances-for example, ‘excessive prices~vand.we. . - 


“do not co sider such profit a credit to the factory or. other.enterprise .. 
_ which makes it. We look on such profits, rather, asthe result of an. 
i insufficiently flexible practice of price fixing. All. such profits go. | 
_ into the state budget, without any bonus to the enterprise concerned. — 
(Theory of Profit in Socialist Economy. ps 11) epee 


First off we can take the cynical moralizing of this Stalinist with a tub of salt 
and add that if a division of General Motors makes more erofits than the rest of 
General Motors, those profits go into the general coffers of General. Motors». 
frowns or no frowns.’ However, more important is Liberman's detailing of where 
Soviet profits come from. “He does ‘this in “an “attempt to prove that Soviet pro- 

_ fits are socialist profits and not capitalist profits. : In doing so he tries to 
make it appear that capitalist profits come from jacking up prices. However, 
profits come from production, not simply distribution. | We will quote at length 
from Marx to illustrate that vrécfsely what Liberman describes as socialist pro~ 
fit is nothing more nor less than the Marzist definition of capitalist ‘profit: 


“Suppose an“average hour of labour to be realised in a value:equal to... 
. sixpence, or ‘twelve avérage hours of Labour to be realised in.six shil- .. 
_ lings. Suppose, further, the: value‘of: labour to be three: shillings .or _ 
“the produce of six hours’ labour. If, then, in the raw material, mach- .- 
. ‘inery, and so forth, uséd uo in a commodity, twenty-four. average hours... . 
“of Labour were realised, its valué would amount to twelve: shillings... 
T£, moreover, the workman employed-by the capitalist added..twelve 
“hours of labour to those méans of production, these twelve hours would. 
be realised in an additional value of six shillines. The total value . . 
of the product would, therefore, amount to thirty-six hours of realised 
_ . labour, and ‘be equal to eighteen shillings. “But as-the:value of la- 
-. bour, or’ the wages paid to the workman, ‘would be: three shillings only,:..- 
no equivalent would have been paid by the capitalist for the six hours | 
of surplus labour worked by the workman, and realised inthe value of. 
the commodity. By selling this commodity at its value for eighteen 
shillings, the capitalist would, therefore, realise a value of: three’ 
_ shillings, for which he had paid no equivalent. These three shillings 
would constutute the surplus value or profit pocketed. by. him... The.cap~ 
dtalist would consequently realise the profit of three shillings, not 
by selling his commodity at a price over and above its value, but.-by 


selling it at its real value. 9 


The valué of a commodity is’ determined by the total quantity of Labour. 
contained in it. But part of that quantity of labour is: realised inia ._ 
value, for which an equivalent hes been paid in thé form of wages: 

part of it is réalised in a value for which no eduivalent has ‘been 

paid. Part of the labour contained in the commodity is:patd Iabour;: - 
part is unpaid labour. By selling, therefore, the commodity..at. tte: 
value, that is, as the crystallisation of the total quantity of labour 

_ bestowed upon it, the capitalist must necessarily sell it at a profit. 

“He sells not only what has cost him an equivalent, but he sells also 


what has cost him nothing, although it has cost the labour of :his work- 
| man. The cost of the commodity -to the capitalist and its real cost are 
' different things. I repeat, therefore, that normal and average pro- 
Baas made by selling commodities not above, but at thetr real. 


(Marx, Valué, Price and Profit, pp. peeks. comphecigeortan): (6 
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And where do the profits from Soviet industries go? To precisely the same place 
that capitalist profits go anywhere: Back into production as more capital, in- 


to the pockets of the bureaucratic rulers (7.e., into the pockets of the capital- 
ists). ints tho eoffers of the State trexsury TO Duy FOr cne LTuncttiuning of theo 


State apparatus, and into the State Bank. 


Even though the Soviet Union has made tremendous economic strides, and is today 
the second industrial power in the world, the Soviet working class lags far be-~ 
hind the U.S. and Western Europe in its standard of living. The fundamental 
reason for this lies in the fact that the Soviet economy is the extreme expres- 
sion of capitalist economy and its lust for profit at the expense of the laboring 
masses. The Soviet economy has been able to make such strides precisely because 
production has been production for surplus-value and the accumulation of ‘capital 
and more capital and to hell with the living standard of the workers, after ail 
it's "their state.” 


The drives to achieve the five year plans in four years are nothing more than the 
drive to extract as much surplus value from the proletariat as possible. And in 
whose interests? Even the Trotskyists will admit that it is in the interest of 
the bureaucracy and not the workers. What is not pocketed by the bureaucrats so 
that they may live in regal splendor, and what is not put into the massive defense 
budget, is funneled back into industry in order to produce more. And for what 
purpose? To raise the standard of living of the workers? No. To move closer 

to socialism? No. In the words of Marx, to: 


Accumulate, accumulate! That is Moses and the prophets! ‘Industry 
furnishes the material which saving accumulates." Thereforé, save, 
save, i.e., reconvert the greatest possible portion of surplus-value, 
or surplus<product into capital: Accumulation for accumulation’ s sake, 
production for production's sake.... We O83 

(Marx, Capttal, Vol. I, p. 595) 


Earlier Marx writes on the conversion of money into capital and its results: 


(1) that the product helongs to the cepitalist and not to the workers; 
(2) that the value of this product includes, beeides the value of the 
capital advanced, a surplus-value which costs the worker Jshour but the 
capitalist nothing, and which nonetheless becomes the legitimate prop- 
erty of the capitalist; . 
(3) that the worker has retained his labour-power and can sell it anew 
if he can find a buyer. 

(Marx, Capttal, Vol. I, p. 585) 


It is plain for all to see that after the commodities have been produced in the 
Soviet Union that they belong not to the workers, who have no say over their dis- 
posal (or their production for that matter), but to the state, that is, the bu- 
reaucracy, t.ée., the capitalists. It is also clear that the value of these com- 
modities contains a surplus-value which has cost the Soviet workers labor, but 
which costs the capitalists-bureaucrats nothing, but which is nonetheless not the 
property of the workers, but of the state, z.e., the capitalists—bureaucrats. 

And it is also obvious that when all is said and done, the Soviet worker, just 
like his brothers and sisters in the United States, has nothing left save his la-~ 
bor power, which he can then sell anew if the state wishes to buy it. 


Stakhanovism and Capttalist Eeonomy 


The main purpose of the Stakhanovite movement in the Soviet Union was to raise 
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the level of productivity. Trotsky describes the Stakhanovite movement as being: 


...an intensification of labor, and even...a lengthening of the work~— 
ing day. During the so-called “nonworking" time, the Stakhanovists put 
their benches and tools in order and sort their raw material, the brig- 
adiers instruct their brigades, etc. Of the saver uae working day 
there hus remains nothing but the name» 


It was not the sevice administrators who invented the secret of piece- ~ 
work payment. That. system, which strains the nerves without visible 
external compulsion, Marx considered “the most suitable to capitalistic 
methods of production." The workers greeted this innovation not only | 
without sympathy, but with hostility. It would have been unnatural to 
expect anything else of them.... | : ' pd 

(Trotsky, The Revolution Betrayed, p. 80) 


How ts it, we must ask, that the system which Marx saw as "the most suitable to 
capitalistic methods of production” could fit into "proletarian". production? 
After all, Stakhanovism was part of production, not distribution, which Trotsky 
already agreed was bourgeois. The answet lies in the fact that it was not fit- 
ting into * “proletarian” production, but capitalist production. In the advanced 
countries of Western Europe and North America trade union battles were waged — 
against the capitalists and their use of the piecework system in favor of an 
hourly wage rate. Today the only factories where piecework predominates are 
those factories which remain unorganized. However, in the Soviet Union, the un- 
ions, like those in the Fascist countries, are subordinate to the state and such 
a struggle could not be waged. Trotsky points out further on that: 


»-.a growth in the number of Stakhanovists is frequently accompanied, 
not with an increase, but a decrease. of the Bencres oe of the 
enterprise. 

(Ibid. , Pp. 85) 


But how can this be? Are we not referring to the land of the planned economy? 
Could it be that the anarchy of capitalism is perhaps seeping into the “prole- 
tarian" economy? The reason for the lag in productivity is that the human body 
can only perform so much. This is not, however, taken into account by the Soviet 
rulers. Just as capitalists in the United States or Germany do not care one iota 
for the health of their workers and will speed up the line as much as possible, 
so too, the capitalists in the Soviet Union will administer as much speed-up as 
they can get away with. The Stalinists can paint spéed-up and piecework with as 
many happy phrases like “socialist emulation" as they want to. It will not change 
reality. And in those cases where productivity was increased and where produc 
tion increased, did the workers reap any benefits from this? Some. That is, 

_ some workers, not some benefits. To the Stakhanovites, themselves, that is, the 
newly formed aristocracy of labor, who by their total capitulation to the speed- 
up managed to produce more than their coworkers, some luxuries, such as watches, 
cameras, and phonographs (which are not luxuries in the West to a great degree) 
were more readily available. However, the position of the average Soviet worker, 
even with the increase in productivity, : was aptly summed up Ry Raya Dunayevskaya: 


The average worker continued to eat black bread and have his ktpyatok 
(hot water). 
(Dunayevskaya, Marxism and Freedom, p. 223) 


Thus, we can see that along with its commodity production and production for | 
surplus-value, the Soviet economy contains the method which Marx saw as "the most 
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suitable to capitalistic methods of production." The reason that the Soviet Un- 
ion adopted Stakhanovism, 7.e., piecework payment is precisely because it is 
"most suitable" to the Soviet methods of production, t.e., capitalist production. 
Even prior to the victory of socialism, 7.e., the triumph of humanity over na- 
ture and an abundance of goods, the socialist norm of "from each according to 

his ability, to each according to his need" will still be the norm, although there 
will probably be some deviations from this. First of all, no one will receive 
according to his needs. However, everyone will be looked upon as equal and no 
one's needs will take precedence over another's. Thus, the piecework payment 

in which those who are stronger and have more stamina and can thus produce more, 
receive more will be out of the question under the dictatorship of the proletar- 
dat. Such a system is a system where “from each according to his work (not abi- 
lity), to each according to his work" is the norm. This in fact is precisely 
what the workers have under capitalism. Piecework is not a mistake made by a 
distorted dictatorship of the proletariat, it is the method by which the most can 
be extracted from the working class at the least expense for the capitalists. 
Thus, more for the pockets of the capitalists and more to be accumulated as cap- 


ital. No Marxist would apologize for Stakhanovism as Trotsky did in The Revolu- 
tion Betrayed: 


Although at first glance the return of the Soviet government, after 
"the final and irrevocable triumph of socialism," to piecework payment 
might seem a retreat to capitalist relations, in reality it is neces- 
sary to repeat here what was said about the rehabilitation of the ruble: 
It is not a question of renouncing socialism, but merely of abandoning 
crude illusions. The form of wage payment is simply brought into bet- 
ter correspondence with the real resources of the country. "Law can 
never be higher than the economic structure.” 

(Trotsky, The Revolutton Betrayed, p. 81) 


We would agree with one point of Trotsky's disgusting apology for Stalinist ex- 
ploitation: the introduction of piecework was not a retreat to capitalism, cap- 
italism was already there. 


In. summing up our discussion of Stakhanovism we will quote two passages from 
Tony Cliff's Russta: A Marxist Analysts. The first concerns the way in which the 
workers' standards of living are depressed through the productivity increase and 
the second concerns the Stalinist view of the American form of Stakhanovism, 
"“Taylorism,"” as counterposed to Lenin's view. 


The progressive piece-rate system enables the state to depress the 
workers’ standard of living by continually raising the basic production 
norms. In fact, the launching of the Stakhanovite campaign at the end 
of 1935 was followed by changes in the norms of output in every indus- 
try. The new norms were not determined by the output of the average 
worker, but by "averaging the production of Stakhanovites with the 
average of other workers." 


RREARERKRAREKRAEKREKRKAREKRARKRRKRRRREKRKEARE 


Sometimes Stalinist writers are careless enough to draw a parallel be- 
tween Stakhanovism and the most refined method of capitalist-exploita- 
tion--Taylorism. Thus, for instance, in a manual designed for higher 
educational institutions of the petroleum industry, this remark is 

made: "The views and methods of Taylor in the field of increased uti- 
lization of implements of labour are unconditionally progressive." 

(One should compare this with Lenin's characterisation of Taylorism as 
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"the enslavement of man by the machine.” 
(Clift, Ruseta: A Maratst Analysis, De 24, Be 28)" 


No. doubt Trotsky ‘would see. taylorian’ as applied to an ( ecenondeatt? backward | 
‘workers'’ state as being nothing more nor less than bringing “The form of wage 
payment...into better correspondence wit h the real resources of » the. country.” 


Planned Eeonomy and the Lens of Value = 


Much is ‘made of the fact that the Soviet Union has a planned economy.” ‘It is as~ 
serted that since the Soviet Union has a planned economy it is free from. the —_ 
anarchy of ‘production which characterizes capitalism. Lt. is. also asserted that 
the Soviet Union is thus free from the effects of the law. ‘of ‘value which is an | 
operational law of the capitalist system of production. First let us refer to 
the. Law of value as Marx defines ite 


The law of Falue ‘dominates price movements with reductions or incréases 
in required labour-time making prices of production fall or rise. It 
is in this sense that. Ricardo (who doubtlessly realised that his prices . 
of production deviated from the value of commodities) says that "the 
inquiry to which I wish to draw the reader' s attention relates to the 
effect of the variations in. the relative value’ of commodities, and not 
in their absolute value.’ 

_ Marx, . Capital, ‘VYot. III; Be 179) . 


Those who deny the saat nature of the Soviet Union assert that since’ “the 
economy in the Soviet Union is planned and that the Soviet bureaucrats can mani-~ 
pulate prices, that this proves that the Soviet economy. does. not function under 
the law of value. However, Engels wrote in his’ criticism of the Erfurt program 
the following. on planning under capitalien: 


When we pass from joint-stock companies to trusts which assume control | 
over, and monopolise, whole industries, it is not only private produc~ 
tion that ceases but aiso _planilessness, 

Geue- Zett, Vol. XX, 1, 1901-02, ‘Ps 8) 


Lenin elaborated « on this ages by Engels as 5 foltows: 


Here wecthee nae: is most essential in ‘the theoretical appraisal of | 
the latest phase of capitalism, i.e., imperialism, namely, that capi- 
talism becomes monopoly capitalism: The latter must be emphasised be- 
cause the erroneous bourgeois reformist assertion that monopoly capi~ 
talism or state-monopoly capitalism is no Longer capitalism, ‘but can — 
now be called "state socialism" and so on, is very common. The trusts, 
of course, never provided, do not now provide and cannot. provide com- 
plete planning. But however much they do plan, however much the capi- 
talist magnates calculate in advance the volume of production on a 
national and even on an international scale, and however much they 
systematically regulate it, we still remain under capttaltsm--at its 
new stage, it is true, but still capitalism, without a doubt.... 
(Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 35, PP. 442-443, emph.- in orig. 5 


. Both Palais! and. Lenin: pointed out the tendency for planning to develop under 
capitalisn. Price. manipulation is no sign of an end to capitalist production. 
It goes on every day.in the. United States. It is vulgar formalism to say. that 
the law of value forces capitalists to set their prices at a certain level from 
day to day or from week to week. However, they must set their prices in the 
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general limits laid out by the socially necessary labor-time to produce the var- 
ious commodities. The bureaucrats in the Soviet Union are unable to manipulate 
prices in any manner different fundamentally from the Western monopolists. Prices 
in the Soviet Union just as in the Western capitalist countries reflect the so- 
cially necessary labor-time to produce the commodities. If such were not the 
case, how is it that after the war when the Soviet Union was flooded with Ford 
tractors which were made cheaper than Soviet tractors, that in order to compete 
with the Ford tractors (on their own market) the Soviets were forced to sell their 
own tractors at less than cost? . 


It is true that in the Soviet Union capital does not flow back and forth from one 
sector to another. However, it is also true that the Soviet Union for all its 
planning can not have a balance between production of the means of vrceduction and 
production of consumer goods. Since the Soviet Union has the character of a giant 
corporation which has in its hands all of industrial production, Soviet rulers 

are able to (to a certain extent) keep capital in those sectors where they desire 
it. However, as Raya Dunayevskaya points out in Marxism and Freedom: 


..eLt was impossible simultaneously to extend production of the means 
of production as well as production of the means of consumption. One 
or the other had to be sacrificed. It was so under competitive, "mar- 
ket" capitalism. It proved to be so under autarchic, statified produc- 
tion. The constant necessity to expand in order to "catch up with and 
outdistance the capitalist lands"; the high organic composition of cap- 
tal in the advanced capitalist world which imposed the same technical 
composition upon the Russian economy--all these demanded sacrifice in 
the sphere of producing articles for mass consumption. Distribution 
of articles for mass consumption had to be brought into conformity with 
the reality of the stage of production. It was not a question, as 
Trotsky thought, of “bourgeois norms of distribution.” It was a mat- 
ter of the bourgeois method of production. In his Preface to CAPITAL, 
Marx explained that he did not paint the capitalist and landlord in 
“couleur de rose" not because, as individuals, they were necessarily 
evil, “But here individuals are dealt with only insofar as they are 
personifications of economic categories, embodiments of particular 
class-relationships and class-interests. 
(Dunayevskaya, Marxtsm and Freedom, p. 223, emph. in orig.) 


Production in thé Soviet: Union”can not remain balanced: between‘ productién -of 
capital and. production of consumer. sodods,any more than in the. other capitalist 
countries. It:must dominate in.either one sector or.the other. It.can not be 
had both ways. Such is definitely not the.planned economy of a state controlled 
by the working class. 


The nature of the Soviet Union as a large corporation (so to speak, in the econ- 
omic sense) means that the law of value affects the internal economy of the So- 
viet Union in a distorted form. For instance in the United States, in those 
trusts which control not only the production of the certain commodity, but also 
the raw materials for that commodity, the Law of Value does not directly apply in 
moving the raw material from the mine to the factory. There is no competition. 
However, as it still requires a certain socially necessary amount of labor-time 
to move that raw material the cost for the trusts remains within certain limits 
imposed upon it by. that socially necessary labor-time. Such is also the case in 
the Soviet Union. Thus, costs in the Soviet Union are not qualitatively differ- 
ent from those on the world market, nor are Soviet prices. The driving force 
behind cost and price in the Soviet Union is socially necessary labor-time, just 
as in the other capitalist countries. For all of its economic protectionism, 
the Soviet Union can not escape the effects of the world market, whether it is — 
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exchanging goods within.its own boundaries -or participating in world trade. : 


In returning to the question of the planned economy. itself, we should first look 
at what Engels had to say about the planned economy after capitalism had been deée- 
feated and the workers had taken. power: Ma Os ae oe : 


s+ With this recognition at last of the real nature of the productive | 

forces of today, the social anarchy of production gives place to a 

social regulation of production upon a definite plan, according to the 

needs of the community and of each individual.... — | 

(Engels, Socialism: Utoptan and Setenttfic, pp. 68-69) 

Engels does not say that social anarchy gives way to any old plan, but a plan by 
and in the interests of the producers themselves, ¢7.¢., the working class. Such 
is not the plan in the Soviet Union. It is a plan which is carried out by the 
Soviet rulers in théir own interests, and which is based, as we have shown, on 
the effects of the Law of Value and the world market. Even Stalin stated quite 
unequivocally: | | | 


It is sometimes asked whether the law of value exists and operates in 
our country, under the socialist system. oe : 


Yes, it does exist and does operate. 
RAR RARER RAR RRR RH RRR 


Is the law of value the basic economic law of capitalism? No. 
(from Cliff, Russta: A Margist Analysts, p. 148) 


Marx and Engels. would have had the following to say to Stalin. First Engels: 


The “exchange of labour against labour on the prinviple of equal value," 
insofar as it has any meaning, that is to say, the exchangeability 
against each other of products of equal social labour, that is to say,:::: 
. the law of value, is precisely the fundamental law. of commodity pro- a: 
duction, hence also of its highest form, capitalist production.... 


ood 


(Engels, Antt-Duhring, pp. 340-341) 
Next Marx: 


+ 


Value is the expression of the spectfically charactertsttie nature of 
the capitalist process of production. — Z 
- (from Cliff, Russia: A Marxist Analysis, p. 148) 
Stalin "let's the cat out of the bag™ so to speak when he-admits. to the existence 
of the Law of Value as regards Soviet economy. He adds: | | 


‘Talk of labour power being-a commodity, and of “hiring" of workers 

sounds rather absurd now, under our system: as though the working class, 

which possesses means of production, hires itself and sells its labour 

power to itself. a, BS ae 3 

(from Cliff, Russta: A Marxist Analysts, pp. 148-149) 

It does sound absurd if one believes that the Soviet state belongs to the work~ 
ers. But to the Russian worker who possesses only his labour-power insofar as 
he possesses means of production it surely does not sound so absurd. 


But the plan?! What about the plan? Yes, what about the plan? Is it so omnipo- 
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tent as’ the Stalinists and their ‘Trotskyist’ apologists would have us bélieve? Or 
is it more like the planning which Engels and Lenin discussed in planning under 
capitalism? It is certainly a far cry from the planning under a workers’ state 
-wisualized by Engels. ‘First of: all, the Russian plan has not stopped the rate 

of growth from decreasing over the past period, nor has it stopped inflation es 
(perhaps inflation and a decreasing. rate of growth in the Soviet Union are part 
of. the plan?). The fact of: inflation in the Soviet Union is undeniable. Trot~ 
sky devotes.no less than six pages of The Revolutton Betrayed to describing ‘its 
pernicious effects onthe Soviet economy,’ and the use of various attempts ‘ate 7" 
stopping it, like: production~cost- accounting, © This Trotsky: attempts: to label as 
the."'norms of bourgeois right" ‘meaning ‘the hangover of aspects of bourgeois. « dis= 
tribution in transitional society. - This, TONED: is another apology for bour- 
eebis’ i aie in ‘the Soviet Gator 


Hereteta: view. Hee aeisas as “the: tesult: of an cvarstigply of: currenct. That is, 
more paper money is produced than there exists gold: (or some other precious’ metal) 
to back it up. .However, in’a society which is free from the effects of the Law 
of Value and which produces not exchange-values, but use-values, this would make 
no difference. Money would not be money, but merely a means of. distributing use~ 
values: to:.the population. . Inflation would cause no problems in such a society. 
However, such is not the case with the Soviet’ Union. ‘Trotsky’ ‘did not write on the 
ills of Soviet economy caused by inflation of the. tuble’ for nothing. The direct 
effect of inflation.on the Suviet ecunumy répresents another Feature of its cap- 
italist nature and. Eesrettee to" the raagiedas ae of the’ capitalist plan in the 
Soviet Union.” oe Boa eS 


We elpesey) gored that. the. Soviet: oie outa not. _palaneé: ‘the economy es ‘the 
two sectors:of capital goods production and consumer goods production.” Other as- 
pects of the failure of the Soviet plan’ have been" noted’ ye war tous bourgeois: an- 
aed OF ane Soviet ce ‘For’ instance: om 


In tie Sort, run, - -plauniig: of “the Soviet® "Eype: ‘creates seeisas 5 bottle 
necks in some branches ‘arid: "unplanned" - surpluses in others. ~ 
Aepeies The Sovtet een: oes nee Press Problems , ‘Pe 268) 


The eoneimued: turn coven: a more ‘decentralized form of préduerion management | 
coupled with the: various failures and inefficiencies of -what the Trotskyists term 
"Bureaucratic mismanagement” have been touted by bourgeois economists as examples 
of the failure of socialism and the superiority of capitalism. On the contrary, | 
they merely point. up the inability of planning to be fully successful under: cap= 
italism. ‘The economy will only be planned successfully when the planning: is done 
et une pRocneer= FRenE Cree in a workers ' ‘state. © 


The Trotskyists jateead n that he: proletariat tg rhewea by Marxists as the revo-~ 
lutionary class. not because. of ‘some moral reason, but because they are the onty = 
class: which” can advance the means of production. © While this is true, as far as” 
- it goes, when they use it-as .a-deféense of ‘the Soviet ‘Union, it reeks of vulgar: 

economic determinism. The reason that the means of production must be advanced _ 
is so that humanity can finally assert itself as ‘the: master of nature. © “So that 
forthe first time “humanity ¢an really be free. The fact that the means of pro- 
duction have been advanced ‘under State capitalism in the ‘Soviet Union, ‘does not. 
transform the Soviet Union into a workers" ‘state, which is one of- the Trotskyist 
arguments: the proletariat is the revolutionary class. because it is the only 
class which can. advance the means of production; the means of production have 
been advanced in the Soviet Union‘to a great extent: ergo., the Soviet Union is 
a workers’ state. 


This | tautologival display ng Arietotelianisn which npaseuecides as the Marxist 
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dialectic totally forgets about the condition of the working class. _ Under a. 
workers’ state, the advances in the means of. production, will benefit the working. 
class. Under capitalism technical advances during the epoch of imperialism are 
reactionary as regards the condition of the working class. They are antithetical 
to the interests of the proletariat and react against it. The same argument — - 
which the Trotskyists use to defend the "proletarian. nature of the Soviet Union” 
is precisely the argument which the Mandelians use to defend Neo-Capitalism as a 
third stage of capitalism, turned on its head. Can you deny computers? Can you 
deny. atomic energy? Can you deny. transistors? Can you deny containerization?: 
Can you deny all these advances in the means of: production under. capitalism?: ~ 
No. However, that does not’ mean that capitalism, has achieved ‘a new stage,:as the 
Mandelians maintain, nor does it prove that. the. Soviet Union is not capitalist. 
as the Trotskyists maintain, The advances in.the means of production in the’ So- 
viet Union have been beneficial only to a small minority of that society, those 
who control the means of production, the capitalist class. Likewise, advances” 
in the productive forces in the West. have been beneficial only. to a small: minor- 
ity of society, those who control the means of production, the capitalist class, 


_ Secondly, we must ask the Trotskyists, what qualitative advances have been made 
in the Soviet Union? When capitalism first became: the dominant. mode of. produc=-: 
_tion in England,-and the English bourgeoisie seized political power, it took very 
little time for the productive forces to-far outstrip the productive forces of 
the most advanced of. the feudal countries, no matter how backward the. English — 
bourgeois political regime. This, however, has not been the case in the Soviet. 
Union. While the productive forces have advanced to a great extent (and there ~ 
are reasons for this which we deal with shortly) they have not surpassed those 
of the most. advanced of the capitalist: countries, notably the United States. It 
would appear that Marxists would expect a new mode of .production to rapidly: out- 
strip those countries which operated. under a more backward mode of production, 
despite weaknesses in the political regime, and the mode of distribution (con=' ° 
ceding for argument's sake that the mode of production and the mode of distri- 
bution can be severed from each other).- The fact that the Soviet Unien*has not 
been able to outstrip the most ddvanced of capitalist.countries-is another reen- 
tation of the "proletarian nature" of the Soviet. economy and state. The reason 
that the Soviet Union has not made the qualitative advances necessary to enable 
its mode of production to be labelled'a new mode of production is precisely be- 
.cause it is not a new mode of production, but simply a form of capitalist pro~ 
duction, : eee eee ide iil Fs ee ee ae a ra 


There. are, however, great quantitative advances which have been made in the So-: 
viet economy. It is important, however, to note their quantitative nature when. 
viewed in the context of the world economy. as a whole. Marxists must draw-a clear 
line of distinction between quantity and quality. The three basic reasons for 

the vast quantitative advances in the Soviet Union are: v1) the availability of | 
large amounts of ¢heap raw materials: 2) a protectionist: trade policy: 3) a pro- 
strated proletariat unable to wrest any concessions from the capitalist class. 
Given these three conditions, any capitalist country could have made. such advances, 


If a country has.the raw materials necessary. for production of commodities in 
great supply within its own boundaries it will naturally.be at.an advaritageous 
position :in respect to those countries which have shortages of raw materials and 
are forced to. import them. The Soviet Union covers a vast expanse of territory 
and is rich in minerals. and other natural resources necessary to large~scale pro- 
duction. Also, the Soviet Union was blessed with the advanced physical plant. 
which was left over from imperialist investment in Russia during Tsarist times. . 


It has been a general characteristic of those capitalist countries which have 
wished to build up their own economies and not be flocded. by cheaper goods -from | 
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more advanced countries, to carry,,out a -policy of economic. protectionism ‘in the 
trade sphere... Such was the: use which the state monopoly of trade was put to in 
the Soviet, Union. By keeping out foreign manufactured goods,. it was.thus assured 
of a market for its own -goods: despite their poor quality; and high cost of produc- 
tion. This. could not have happened if more advanced: capitalist. countries had 
been allowed: ‘to -flood - ne Russian market: with. crore: Better ay aia 


Prebably-s most . important, theater is ee utter pesaee ation: oe he Soviet proletar- 
iat at the feet of its capitalist, masters.."-It .is quite. simple to observe that - 
the less -the proletariat receives in wages, the more the capitalists will profit 
and the more’ they will be able ‘to. reinvest itn the means of. production ‘as capital. 
The fact that the trade unions in the Soviet Union are completely under the con- 
trol of. the state as in the Fascist countries, leaves the state with a free hand 
as regards wages. While wage controls may be news in the United States, they are 
ee in. the Soviet. Union. ‘Agi Liberman podnte.out; in his defense ‘of, the Soviet 


oe level ‘of payment for, LabouE depends » on its productivity : an eon 
‘regulated by law. |. ee, tae eett. a eae? 
. (Theory of Profit in ) Soetalist Dechoraace ‘ ‘1W) tt ee eee 


‘This prostration of the proletariat.to the capitalist state has allowed for the 
great advances made in the productive forces in the Soviet Union. . These advances 


have been made, however, at the expense of the Soviet.working class. In fact, 


-.the Soviet. Union is vrobably the prime example’. of productive advances under. cap- 


italism during its epoch of decay being made.-at: the expense of the material con-- 
ditions of the working class. Raya punayeveney points out in Mavatem ee Free~ 
dom: ; : are 


The statistical measurement. of the: Russian.economy is presented here. 

‘not inorder to enter into the field of, dispute as to the phenomenal. 

“or noriphenomenal. development of Russian industrialization.. Nor, as im- . 
- portant as.that may be,: is ‘the author interested in the correct, weight-.. - 
.. ing of the offictal figures.) The fundamental purpose: of this table of 8 
~ + Russian .industrialization,*-rather, was to show the direction. in: which © 

the Russian economy moved, during .the years of the Plans, before World | 
War II wrought its destruction. It is clear from this that the direc- 
tion of its growth--the preponderance of means of production over means 
of. consumption, the ‘high -organic | composition of capital, and the rapid 
deterioration of the: Tiving: standards. of the masses--is neither merely 
accidental nor. due to: ‘war conditions" but. was..the: ‘inevitable conse 
quence.of the law of motion of that economy: which, like any other cap- 
talisteconomy, rests. on paying’. the worker at minimum and extracting 
from. hin pe MAHOU + Tee ee ye ae me ee ee 


.o a 


Peon the See it leal, care, at was seen. ee ‘sale alee Ss ees ee 


the real weekly wages of the average Russian worker, in 1940, was’ only 
of ia percent that of 19 TS va 
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Listing. 1913. as 400,- ae. idee ce ee cost: ae. food for 1928 is ie, ad 
for 1940 is 2,248. . The weekly wages: for those -years:.were: 1913, six 
= rubles: 19285: eoubeech rubles: and 1940, 83 rubles. »-Again using» 1913 
as our base. year - ‘for. nominal ‘weekly, wages,;we have an index for 1928. 
. Of 233,. and. for 1940. of: 1,383, ° We.can now: construct. our index of. real 
wages by dividing the nominal weekly wage into the‘real cost: of food, 

thus obtaining 125-.as the index of real wages in’ 1928. and 62.4 percent 
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“for 1940, when compared: to Tsarist times. «Had we considered tha: fur- 9° 
: ther rise in food prices’. by October, 1940, it would have been a. mere 
Joe: $5: per cent. of. 1913! And: even that appallingly: low figure, which so 
glaringly proves the deterioration in the worker's standard of living, 
does not picture the situation at its worst; for we have considered the - 
gingle uniform price in 19490 and not’ the open market price (to which 
the worker sometimes had to resort because few foods were evailable in - 
State stores). On the average, the open market prices were 78 per cent ° 
.. higher than the State store prices: There is supposed to be no black 
.* market in Russia but in the officially recognized free market béefsteak © 
gold for seventeen rubles a kilo when the penta stores sold the” same 
commodity at ten and a half rubles! = | 
ADEnayeversy 3 Maret em and Sneed Be 232, Pe 233, enh. ain orig.) 


This should make it quite clear that. arty: ‘and alt advances Ag Ke Soviet produc- 
tive forces have been made at the expense of the Soviet workers. We must ask 
the question (and the Trotskyists, Stalinists and all other dafenders of the So~ 
viet state must answer it): What kind of workers’ state is it (deformed, degen- 
erated or otherwise) in which the Workers are worse off than if no were living 
under the Tsar? oo ar ; 


All the technological advances, all the economic plans, and all the nationalized 
properties in the world méan nothing if they are not used to further the develop- 

ment. and living. conditions of the working class. If they are not used in that 

“manner they merely represent tools. used in the crushing Of the peer tee class and 
the profiteering of the cops col te ees a 


Alienation in the Soetee Union | 


Ail of the defenders of the. Soviet Union are faced with a eenien when forced to 
deal with the fact of alienation in the Soviet Unton. The Stalintsts solve it by 
simply stating that there is no alienation in the Soviet Union, ‘and that anyone 
who is alienated is sick. However, reality tells us that if such is truly the 

_ Gase that the Russian working class is definitely: suffering from this disease in 
epidemic proportions. In discussing the lack cf. Productivity : among, jp eeneees work- 
ers, Aeye Dunayevskaya refers to. SOT OF Ov? 7 : 


- In presenting the Third Five Year Plan, careaesee Molotov tiade per: 

' Gapita production the key word: ~"People here’ ‘and there forgot that . 

: economically, ‘that is. from the point of view of the volume of industri- 
al output per capita of the population, we ‘are still behind some cap- 
italist countries...Socialism has been built in the USSR but only ‘in 
the main. We still have a very great déal to do before the USSR is 
properly supplied with all that is necessary...before we raise our 
country economically as well as technically to the level not only as 

high as that. of the forendst Peper arta’ countries but ic era 
higher.” 


The slogan of the First Five Year Plan--"to catch up with and outdis- 
tance the capitalist lands"~--held for the Second Plan and remained for 
the Third Plan. Again, the unpardonable sin was the Russian workers’ 
attitude to work under the Plan. Mbdlotov knows better than. anyone that 
to accomplish what they did in the First Plan they were forced to use 
22.8 million workers whereas the Plan called only for 15.7 million.” He 
knows that the low Labor productivity of the Russian worker is not a 

- Sign of his backwardness: but a | etgn of are eontinucus PeUt: agree the 
conditions of production, . : 

(Dunayevskaya, Marxism and meade ‘p. 234,. ‘emph. din erie: ) 
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This points out not only another failure in the Soviet planning, but also the 
alienation of the Soviet working class. Faced with the reality of alienation in 
the Soviet Union, some of its defenders who are not such crass liars as the Stal- 
inists, attempt to explain away the alienation of labor in the Soviet Unicn. To 
no avail as we shall see. : 


Marx had this to say on alienated labor under capitalism in his Economie and 
Philosophie Manuscripts: 


We shall begin from a contemporary fact. The worker becomes poorer 

the more wealth he produces and the more his production increases in 
power and extent. The worker becomes an ever cheaper commodity the 
more goods he creates. The devaluation of the human world increases 

in direct relation with the inerease in value of the world of things. 
Lhour does not only create goods: it also produces itself and the work- 
er Ps a commodity, and indeed in the same proportion as it produces 
goods. 


This fact simply implies that the object produced by labour, its pro-~ 
duct, now stands opposed to it as an alien being, as a power tndepen- 
dent of the producer. The product of labour is labour which has been 
embodied in an object and turned into a physical thing: this produc~ 
tion is an objectification of labour. The performance of work is at 
the same time its objectification. The performance of work appears in 
the sphere of political economy as a vittation of the worker, objecti- 
fication as a loss and as servitude to the object, and appropriation 
as altenation. Pa 


»+ SO much does the appropriation of the object appear as alienation 
that the more objects the worker produces the fewer he can possess and 
the more he falls under the domination of his product, of capital. 


All these consequences flow from the fact that the worker is related 

to the product of his Labour as to an alten object...The altenatton of 
the worker in his product means not only that his labour becomes an ob- 
ject, assumes an external existence, but that it exists independently, 
outside himself, and alien to him, and that it stands opposed to him 
as an autonomous DOWEL... 


keRREKKRRRKRKRRKRRKR ARREARS 


Political economy conceals the alienation tn the nature of labour in~ 
sofar as tt does not examine the direct relationship between the work- 
er (work) and productton.... 


The direct relationship of labour to its products ts the relationship 
of the worker to the objects of his production. The relationship of 

property owners to the objects of production and to production itself 
is merely a consequence of this first relationship and confirms it.... 


Thus, when we ask what is the important relationship of labour, we are 
concerned with the relationship of the worker to production. 


...alienation appears not merely in the result but also in the process 
of production, within productive activity itself. How could the work- 
er stand in an alien relationship to the product of his activity if he 
did not alienate himself in the act of production? The product is indeed 


only the reswne of activity, of production. Consequently, he does not 

fulfill himself in his work but denies himself, has a feeling of misery 
rather than well-being, does not develop freely his mental and physical 

' energies but is physically exhausted and- mentally dehased....His work 
is not voluntary but imposed, forced labour. It is not the satisfac~ | 
tion of a need, but only a means for satisfying other needs....Finally, 
the external character of work.for the worker is shown by the fact that 
it is not his own work but work for someone else, that in work he does _ 
not belong to himself but to another person. fe tea 


“RRR RRA KAR RK RE KR KR BHR ae 


We have now considered the act of alienation of practical human acti- 
vity, labour, from two aspects: (1) the relationship of the worker to 
the product of labour as an alien object which dominates him. This re- 
lationship is at the same.time the relationship to the sensuous exter~ 
nal world, to natural objects, as an alien and hostile world; (2) the 

yelationship of labour to the act of production within labour. This 
is the relationship of the worker to his own activity. as something 
alien and not belonging to him, activity as suffering (passivity) , 
strength as powerlessness, creation as emasculation, the personal phys- 
ical and mental energy of the worker, his personal iife (for what is 
life but activity?), as an activity which is directed against himself, 
_ independent of him and not belonging to hin. ~ This is self-altenation 
as against the above-mentioned alienation of the thing. » 
(Karl Mare: Early Writings, pp. 121-122, pp. 124-125, pp. 125-126, 
. emph. in orig.) | | 


We have quoted at. an extensive length from Marx not because we see him as a saint 
or view his works as the Torah or the Talmud, but because he says that which we 
wish to say, far better than we could say it. He makes-quite clear what alien- 
ation under capitalism is. The worker, deprived of his product and therefore 
also deprived of the means of production (for if he controlled the means of pro~ _ 
duction, he would also control the product), is thus alienated from both his 
product and the process of production itself. It is only. when humanity have the 
means of production themselves that this alienation will cease to exist. 


Faced with this, revisionists of all stripes attempt, (and in the name of Marxism 
no less) to prove that such alienation does not’ exist in the Soviet Union. One 
of the best examples of this, and probably one of ‘the more sophisticated attempts 
is that of George Novack in his article The Problem of Alienatton. In an attempt 
to explain alienation in the Soviet. Union, Novack returns to Trotsky's concept 

of the proletarian mode of production and the bourgeois mode of distribution. 
Novack has the following to say: | = 


In principle, in essence, the prime causes of the alienation of labor 
under capitaltsm--private property in the means of vroduction and the 
anarchy of the profit system--have been eradicated in the Soviet coun- 
tries. Thanks to nationalization of basic industry, control of foreign 
trade and planned economy, the working people there are no longer sep- 
arated from the material means of production but are reunited with 

them in a new and higher form. : i 


However, these anti-capitalist measures and methods do not dispose of 
the problems of Soviet economy. Far from it. -To uproot the social 
alienations inherited from the barbarous past, the workers states: re- 

. quire not. only a powerful heavy industry but also a well-proportioned 
economy that can provide the necessities and comforts of life in increasing 


volume to all sections of the people. 


Not one of the existing post-capitalist states has raised its economy 
anywhere near that point. These states have not yet even approached 
the productivity in the sphere of subsistence and the means of culture 
attained by the most advanced capitalist countries. The prevailing 
scarcities have resulted in tense struggles among the various sectors 
of their population over the division of the restricted national in- 
come. .In these struggles the bureaucratic caste which has cornered 
ail the instruments of political power plays the commanding role. The 
rulers decide who gets what and how much. They never forget to place 
themselves at the head of the table. 


There is no exploitation of labor as in capitalist society. But there 
are sharp distinctions between the haves, who make up a small minority, 
and the have-nots, the majority of the working population. The mani- 
fest inequalities in the distribution of available goods and amenities 
erode the ties of solidarity between various parts of the nopulation 
and dig deep-going differences in their living standards, even where 
these are somewhat improved. In this sense, the product of their la- 
bor still escapes the control of the producers themselves. When it 
enters the domain of distribution, their production passes under the 
control of the uncontrolled bureaucracy. In this way their own pro- 
duction, concentrated in the hands of ‘omnipotent administrators, once 
again confronts the masses as an alien and opposing force. 

(Novack, The Marxist Theory of Altenatton, pp. 51-52, emph. in orig.) 


To Novack's tortured attempt to prove that the workers in the Soviet Union con- 
trol their products until they reach the level of distribution, we can only ask 
the question posed by Marx in the earlier quote: “How could the worker stand in 
alien relationship to the product of his activity if he did not alienate himself 
in the act of production?" Novack unwittingly gives the answer to this question 
in the following: ~ ¢ 


Lenin envisaged, and the program of the Bolsheviks stated, that the 
workers would control and manage industry through their elected rep- 
resentatives. Instead, the division of economic functions which ex-. 
cludes the workers under capitalism from exercising their initiative, 
intelligence and will has been recreated in new forms under the bureau-~ 
cratic maladministration of the Soviet economy. 


"The universal brain’ which supervises production is no longer the cap- 
italists--but it is also not yet the workers as it should be under a . 
genuine Soviet democracy.’ The hierarchy of bureaucrats arrogated all 
major powers of decision to themselves under the successive five-year 
plans. Orders were issued from the single centralized command post in 
Moscow, even on matters of detail. All science and judgment were in- 
vested in appointed officials. Khrushchev's recent decentralization of 
industrial management has modified but not essentially changed this setup. 


The workers on the job are speeded up by means of piecework and arbi- 
trary setting of work norms. Until the recent reforms they were chain- 
ed to their jobs in the factories by workbooks and internal passports 
and liable to severe penalties for infractions of the rules and for be- 
ing minutes late to work. They have no right to strike against intol~ 
erable conditions. 


Meanwhile they see the multiplication of parasites in directing positions 


and gross mismanagement of the nation's resources. Reports by Soviet 
officials themselves have cited many instances of such ancustsdat waste 
and eer ea a eae: 


Thus. the plan of pedauetioa nach should be collectively . adopted: ane 
carried. through by the producing masses appears | as an alien pattern 
imposed. upon them by. heartless functionaries in disregard of their 
wishes and welfare. a 

(Ibid. , pp. i 54) 


Navedke: himsalé, clearly answers our question, The Soviet workers have no con- 
trol over the means of production. The means of production are controlled by 

the ruling stratum. The means of production are used in the interests of the 
ruling stratum. The ruling stratum reaps aZ7 the benefits from the means of 
production. Such a ruling stratum is not a caste, it is a class. What Novack 
has outlined is nothing more than the condition of the proletariat under’ capital- 
ist society in its most extreme form. The only way in which “the working people 
»».are ‘reunited with them (the means of production--D.R.) in a new and higher 
form," is by being “chained to their ache in. the factories.” 


Marx pointed out that the alienation of the worker from his eestuee and the al- 
denation of the worker from the means of production were two related aspects 
stemming from a single cause: the lack of control of the means of production by 
the working class, which reached its highest level in capitalism. This, as even 
- Novack is forced to illustrate, although he will not admit it, is precisely the 
root of alienation in the Soviet Union. The reason that the Soviet workers, like 
workers in other capitalist countries are alienated. from the product of their 
labor is because they are alienated from the means of production and the process 
of production itself. When Novack points out. that workers are not free to pro- 
pose or dispose of their energies in the labor process, he is pointing out the 
fact that the Soviet workers have no control over their Rene vere i a to . 
sell it to the capitalist state. 


A final note for those who would say that we are attempting to aie an amalgam 
between the positions of orthodox Trotskyism and the Pabloist revisions of the 
Fourth International and George Novack, we. would point out that the article quoted 
from first appeared in the International Socialist Review in the fall of 1959. 
This is during a period when all.Trotskyists, be they in the Workers League, the 
Spartacist League or the Class’ Struggle, hold that Novack's party, the Socialist 
Workers Party, was a revolutionary Marxist party. Also, none of these organisa~ 
tions has printed anything to the contrary» on ene: question of alienation in the 
Soviet Union. 


The Pendency for the Rate of Proftt to: Fatt 


The first thing | to reménber ‘in discussing the tendency for the ‘rate “of profit to 
fall is that Marx saw it as precisely that:. atendency. Nor did he deny the 
possibility of certain countermeasures which could temporarily forestall its ex- 
pression. The fact remains, however, that despite these measures in the long- 
run and’ in general the rate of profit declines as the capitalists are forced to 
increase constant capital in ordér to tatse labor productivity. 


The second thing to remember is “that Marx did not empiri cally prove the tendency 
for the rate of profit to fall. That is, he did not present a series of statis- 
tics from various years and show that this was a fact. He deduced the develop- 
ment of this tendency from his analysis of the development of capitalist produc- 
oo as a whole. 
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One result: of the falling rate ee profit is that the rate of growth of the Soviet 
Union has decreased over the past period, all planning to the contrary,. notwith- 
standing. The fact that. the vate of profit falls means that it is more difficult 
for the Soviet capitalists to. reinvest in IUAUB EET thus. causing the. rate of 
growth to diminish. ee 4 


In attempting to empirically prove that the rate, of profit declines” in the So- 
viet Union, we are met with a very difficult problem: ; lack, .of statistics over a 
long enough period of time, The most recent statistics we could find were for 
1958... In studying the rate of profit from 1928 to 1958: we find that at precise- 
ly those times when the Sovi Let capitalists could drive down the wages of the So- 
viet workers or. otherwise increase the rate of surplus-value or the rate of ex- | 
ploitation the falling rate of profit was checked. This is the most common meth~ 
-od of PER BCESTHE rhe declining rate of prof fit. As. Rosa Luxemburg writes: . . 


oe More, than that: the ‘déclining wage rate’ is ‘any another expres~ _ 
~ ‘ston of the rising rate of surplus. value whi ch forms the most powerful 
‘and effective means of checking a decline of the profit rate, and which 
therefore represents the prime incentive for. capitalist production in. 
general, and for technical progress within this system in particular. 
(Luxemburg, -The Accumulation of Capitals p. 259) 


One “axanple from the. Soviet Union: “The: rate of profté . in 1928 was 6.5% In | 
1929 it rose to 10.9%. . However, the reason it was able to do this was because 
the rate of surplus-value | rose from. 24.1% to 43.4%. Another example is the en- 
tire period ofthe. early, fifties in which the Soviet. state went on a wage offen- 

st¥ve against: ‘the Russian. workers driving down wagés year after year. Because of 
this the rate of profit was able to gradually increase. | 


Any further study was hampered by the lack of current statistics. Although our 
study was of a forced nature sketchy it did show that except when the rate of ex- 
ploitation was increased, the general tendency was for the rate of profit to ad 
Sataee 


Soviet Inperiation. 


Having shown that. the Soviet Union is a ‘capitalist: ‘country, it should ‘be obvious 
to all and sundry that the Soviet Union is imperialist. It is the number two 
power in the world.. It. fought in the Second Imperialist World War. along with the 
other imperialist nations in ordér to add to its already vast empire. The Cold 
War was basically a period in which the two major vowers, the United States and 
the Soviet Union, attempted through. diplomacy, (and occasionally ary inter- 
vention). to. EAPaRe and maintain: their aneee es of Taps aonee a io 


However, for. the benefit. of. those doubtins ieaaes sche: may: remain, we will 
briefly illustrate how the Soviet Union meets. the basic features of imperialism 

as outlinéd by Lenin. Lenin wrote that imperialism was marked by five basic char- 
acteristics. ‘They t were as. POrnORE 


(1) the copecuruetiow of ‘production and. capital has developed to such: 
a hish stage that it has created. monopolies. which play 4 décisive role 
in economic life; (2). the merging of bank capital with industrial cap- 

ital, and the creation, on the basis of this "finance capital", of a 
finencial- oligarchy; (3) the export. of capital as distinguished fron. 
‘the export of commodities acquires exceptional importance: (4). the - 

2 formation of international monopolist capitalist associations which 

~~ share the world among themselves, and (5) the territorial division of 

the whole world among the biggest capitalist powers. is compe toca 


Imperialism is capitalism at that stage of develonneat at which the 
dominance of monopolies and finance capital is established; in which 
the export of capital has acquired pronounced importance; in which the 
division of the world among the international trusts has begun, in 
which the division of all territories of the globe among the biggest — 
capitalist powers has been completed. 

(henday. Colleeted Works, Vol. 22, pp. 266- 267) 


What must be remembered regarding these features of imperialism is that they are 
features of a world system. Each and every country need not fit a specific fea~ 
ture to the same degree as another country. This is what Zinoviev meant, when he 
spoke of Japanese imperialism being different from British imperialism, British 
from Russian, Russian from German and so on and so forth. 


As regards the first feature, it is quite obvious. that the means of production 
are concentrated and monopolized in. the Soviet Union. In fact state monopoly is 
the highest form of monopoly, and reflects, thus, the growing conflict between 
the development of social production and the continued appropriation of that pro- 
duct by a small minority of society. Likewise, with the total control of indus- 
trial capital and the banks in the hands of the state, the merger of these two 
forms of capital reaches its highest BEErSS of completeness under state monopoly 
capitalism. 


The Soviet Union like all other imperialist nations exports capital. Oftentimes 
defenders of the “proletarian” nature of the Soviet Union point to the importing 
of capital from Eastern Europe after the war. In examining this phenomenon it 
should be remembered that large-scale destruction had been perpetrated on the So~ 
viet means cf production by the invading German armies. Thus, the important 
thing for the Russian capitalists was the rebuilding and refurbishing of the 
capital stock of the “mother country" at the expense of the Eastern European 
satellites. 


Lenin polemicized againat Kautsky who saw imperialism as a policy’ of annexing 
agrarian countries: 


The characteristic feature of imperialism is precisely that it strives 

to annex not only agrarian territories, but even most highly industri- 

alised regions (German appetite for Belgium: French appetite for Lorraine)... 
(Ibid. , pp. 268-269, emph. in orig.) 


Czechoslovakia and East Ceenaly were nothing more Shae Russia's eeu and 
Lorraine. 


However, the plundering of Eastern Europe is only one side of Soviet imperialism. 
The other side is the export of capital, basically through loans and credits to 
various sectors of the globe, primarily the more backward areas of Eastern Europe 
where labor costs are lower and the rate of profit is higher, and to the so-cal- 
led "Third World.” We will cite only a few examples: 


The U.S.S.R. started exporting back in 1921-1922, when for the first 

‘time following the revolution machinery and equipment to the value of 
several hundred thousand roubles were shipped to Iran. The list of ex- 
ports grew more complex as turnover increased and especially beginning 
with the 1930's, when, along with agricultural machinery, electric Light 
bulbs etc. automobiles (in 1933), tractors (in 1934), textile machinery 
and electrical equipment made their appearance among the exports... 
exports went in invariable directions: Western China, Turkey, Mongolia, 
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Tran, and ‘Afghanistan, —“ 


A ‘charactébist1é: feature of. Sapoetarion: ‘Se equtoment ” ‘in “thie. Soviet ‘Ua- 
.ion is the gradual transition from ‘the: exportation : ‘Of _ peeerate: 5 machines 
to the exportation of complete enterprisés sss. S8 5 ox 
(Koort, Sovtet Industry & ne Trade , pp. 67 68) 


On. 21 Jatuary - 1934, a: protocol : ‘was’ signed - in Ankara atipulating: ‘the > 

. terms for the ‘realisation: of an industrial credit tova total of "3 mil- 

lion: gold: ‘American’ dollars, ‘all’ of: ‘which. was to bé-uded by the Turkish 

Government, in the ores ‘of ae nach td: ee Sor baba that. were” to be 


tage 


ay 
co: j 


In Rbeptaa 3 with the dececneaty, the: Soviet trust Exportstrot built two 
COeEOD enterprises in eer pane ee wt ba fe S 2 
Paes: Par G8) ie Aa 
. wie Sale whey ath wk oe 

On 27 ugiae 1935, a treaty on: nadeee lanaae trade ‘and. Suaviestion: was . 
‘signed between Iran and the Soviet Union’ under: which the 'U.S.S.R. un~ 
dertook to supply Iran, among othér~ goods, with: agricultural : machinery 
and equipment» for rice-milling plants, cotton: erence ees Eee eleva~ 
‘wore, wool-scouring 1 plants acne cae a fa a 


| Gbid., De 69): 


Gensreuctian: of industrial aieerseisce awa ere that’ Desai ‘in. ap 
proximately those years in Afghanistan entailed a demand for the cor- 
responding equipment. Machinery and equipment to the value of 4% mil- 
iion roubles were imported at the time from the Soviet: Union and were 
used to build a radio station, a cotton ginnery in Kunduz, and wool~ 
scouring plants, to equip transport” organisations: with: automobiles, ete. 
Soviet organisations erected with their own forces oil: tanks and. ‘tele- 
- phone ‘and telegraph lines’ totalling caine aq, OF nites: in teak 

(Ibid. , p. 69) | 


Exports | to the Mongolian Peopie! s Republic were: especi tty highs 


“he may be ‘said that the republic’ s entire anders causes and trangport 
was built up with the all-round friendly assistance of the Soviet Un- 
ion.’ The year 1934 saw the construction in Ulan-Bator of one of the 
baggest enterprises in Mongolia-~an’' ‘industrial establishment including | 

a tannery, a chrome-leather ‘plartit, ‘a ‘shoe: factory 5 a sheepskin coat 
Eactory, and an electric power plant.. That same year a steam wool-scour- 
ing plant was built in Khadkyl. This was followed soneunab, tacee by 
the construction: of a neat-packiag plant, a brick works, a printing 
works, a machine shop, a woodworking ‘factory, automobile repair shovs, 
ee mineral-water bottling works, an electric oe ‘plant an Hiner Bator» 
and’ a sawemild on the: Iro River, APE ae a res, 


‘the Ulan-Bator-Nalaikhi and” ‘che GhoseriaaGoicsaee redlivey’ Finca<o 

the first in the republic--were built in’ 1938 and 1939, respectively, 
with the assistancé of the U.S.S.R. and equipped with Soviét-made rol- 

» Ling stock. © Motor: Per which ibe functioning: in the: ee 


cog is go 


(bid. . ppe £69; Thy: 


In 1950 sachinesy exports were. seventeen eines! ‘the® 1938 level, and in 
1955, nearly forty-seven times the 1938 level. 
CO ae Be 71) : 
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Soviet-made equipment is being exported to Albania on the basis 5 ag- 
reements concluded between the Governments of the U.S.S.R. and Albania 
in April 1949 and February 1951. -The Soviet Union has supplied on cre- 


. dit equipment for the oil. and. ore-mining- cnet roses for. complete en~ 


terprises, and Rcd mechanising. agricultures.s-: 


The ‘industrialisation of Bulgaria andthe successful fulfillment of her 
economic plans were directly bound up with the construction of | a. umber 


of big new enterprises. Credits. granted. by the Soviet Union were in- 


strumental in building and equipping.a- chemical.plant...a- central coal 
concentration factory...a 25,000-kw,. heat-and~power. plant in. Sofia; a 
50,000-kw, heat-and-power plant in Dimitrovgrad; the Lenin iron and 
steel works: lead-zine and copper concentration factories; the Karl. 
Marx soda works: two automobile repair works...a boiler engineering | 
works and an electric porcelain insulation plant...a r refractory-brick 
factory: a cement works: and a REaTe pepersee Pe eee Deine 


In 1956 a new Jaddenuae was. shared. uaaer oho Bulgaria is granted. cre- 
dits by the Soviet Union for the purchase of Soviet~made excavators, 
tractors, combines, windrowers, pick-ups, and other farm. machinery... 
The agreement also makes provision for rendering technical assistance 
in the construction of a nitrogen~fertiliser plant,..The credit is to 
the sum of 370 million roubles for a period of ten years at an annual 
interest of 2 per cent. .. hs O ve 7 

(bid. , p. 73) 


Industrialisation of a Keune ey as a as China, following consolida- 
tion of its independence after victory over the Kuomintang clique and 


imperialist intervention, could. hardly have been carried out in so 


short an historical period. without: the extensive economic assistance 
and co-operation of the countries that had previously taken the social- 
ist road of development (sic!-D.R.).... : eGo 


Under the agreement, the republic was granted a credit of the sum of 
1,200 million roubles to pay for Soviet shipments of equipment and ma- 
terials contracted for delivery in the course of five years. . The cre- 
dit bears an annual interest of one per cent and is for a period of ten 
years, to be paid off with deliveries of raw materials and. tea, with. 
gold or dollars, at. the discretion. of the Chinese Government. In 1954 
a new agreement was signed under which the Soviet. Union granted. addi- 


tional credits to China to the sum. of 500, 000 roubles. 


The: credit has: as its al economic gua voeaieds aaéietance ne China 
that will promote fulfillment of her First Five Year Plan of develop- 


ment of the national economy (1953-57). Of the 694 major industrial. 


projects envisaged by the plan, the Soviet Union is designing and build- 
ing 211 enterprises and twenty-one separate departments, the equipment 
for. whiten runs into. a total. value of 6,000 hee POUnneR dase” 


In 1951 ee patiorete sets. of Nanseee were supplied. to the Chinese 
‘People’s Republic by ‘the U.S.S.R. and the. people's. democracies. to.a to- 


tal value more than thirty-three times the 1950 figure... In subsequent 
years the total value of deliveries continued to mount.,- reaching a fig- 
ure in 1954 nearly ten times the 1951 level. 

(  Cbtdse; pp. 74- Ly 


During the period of ten years beginning with 1945, Yugoslavia imported 
from the Soviet Union machinery and equipment, among other goods. An 
agreement to supply complete enterprises was first concluded in 1956. 
The people's republic has been granted a credit at an annual interest 
of 2 per cent for a term of ten years to pay for designing and equip- 
ping and for certain materials for building a nitrogen fertiliser plant 
...and a superphosphates plant... 


Furthermore, under a three-sided agreement concluded between the Gov- 
ernments of the Soviet Union, The German Democratic Republic and Yugo- 
slavia, the Federated People's Republic has been granted a credit of 
700 million roubles at an annual interest of 2 per cent to finance the 
construction of the first section of an aluminum plant...a hydro-elec- 


tric station and enterprises of allied industries.... 
(Ibid., p. 79) - | 3 


In 1959 an agreement was signed between the U.S§.§.R. and India under 

which the Soviet Union undertakes to help build an iron and steel works 

.. Equipment to a total value of 550 million rupees to be supplied by 

the Soviet Union is to be paid for over a period of twelve years with 

Indian commodities. The credit bears an annual interest of 2.5 per cent. 
(Ibid., p. 84) 


It is relevant to point out that, in the post-war period, the Soviet 
Government has granted economically under-developed countries credits 
to a total sum of more than 450 million dollars... 

(Ibtd., p. 86) 


When we brush aside all the Stalinist smoke-screens about "socialist development," 
“all-around friendly assistance,’ and "mutual advantage" we find that the Soviet 
Union has consistently exported capital since 1921 and particularly since the 
thirties. In fact, the period which Koort describes where they granted credits 

to underdeveloped countries was precisely the time at which they themselves were 
building up the capital stock which had been destroyed in the Second Imperialist 
World War in their own nation. Furthermore in Spulber's book we find the fol- 
lowing contention: 


On the other hand, it is also true that overriding political consider- 
ations will lead the USSR to export capital goods to, say, Southeast 
Asia or the Middle East, against raw materials and consumers’ goods, 
even though in terms of the emphases of Soviet planning this may slow 
the pace of Soviet capital formation and lead to “unwanted” increases 
in the share of domestic consumption. 
(Spulber, The Sovtet Feonomy: Structure, Principles, Problems, p- 268) 


First of all, it is not political considerations which will force the Soviet Un- 
jon to export capital but the overproduction of capital, as in all other imper- 
jalist countries. We know for a fact that at the same time that the capital 
stock in the Soviet Union increased tremendously, so did the export of capital. 
Secondly we need not believe the analysis of this bourgeois economist, however, 
it ig worth noting the footnote following this passage: 


Sino~Soviet credits to the underdeveloped areas from the beginning of 
1954 to the end of 1960 amounted to $4.584 billion, of which $3.461 
billion was economic aid. Of the total, $1.881 billion went to the 
Middle East. 

(Ibid. , note on page 268) 


It should be clear from the examples cited above that the Soviet Union does ex- 
port capital as do the other imperialist nations. 


As regards the fourth criterion, it should be recalled that Lenin is referring 
to a world system, The Soviet state as a corporation is larger than any of the 
multinational corporations and thus it does not need to join hands with various 
European or American capitalists, although we may see joint Soviet-Western acti- 
vities in the future. 


- Finally the participation of the Soviet Union in the Second Imperialist World War 
was for the same reason as that of the other imperialist countries. That is, to 
redivide the world into new spheres of influence. The Soviet Union took as its 
share of the spoils after the war Eastern Europe. The deal between the Stalin- 
ists and the American imperialists was not a "sell-out" by the de facto leaders 
of the world proletariat, but a deal between imperialists to divide the world be-~ 
tween the two biggest powers. The Cold War was the beginning of renewed compe- 
tition between the two powers and their spheres of influence. Today we see the 
US and the USSR in a spirit of detente as Western Europe, Japan and China begin 
to "horn in" on the power and influences of the two "super-powers." 


Coneluston 


The question of the class nature of the Soviet economy and state is not simply a 
purely economic or historical question dredged up so that we can show off our 
literary expertise, have a nice discussion and add a few theoretical feathers to 
our caps. 


Tnmediately following the Second Imperialist World War the Fourth International 
was sent into a quendary in attempting to reconcile the expansion of state prop- 
erty into Eastern Europe with the concept of the "counter-revolutionary degenera~ 
ted workers’ state." Part II of the document of the three French Comrades quot- 
ed earlier began: 


From the traditional concept of the Fourth International on the degen- 
erated workers' state there flowed the perspective of the collapse of 
this state which is incapable of coping with great historical crises. 


But in February 1944 the conference of the European Secretariat stated: 


The war, sharpening intolerably the contradictions of Russian 
economy, has sounded the knell of the inevitable liquidation 
of the bonapartist Stalinist bureaucracy. The bureaucracy is 
destined to perish without fail, either under the blows of 
world imperialism or under those of the proletarian world 
revolution...The bureaucracy, caught between imperialism and 
the revolutionary upsurge, will tend to become even more torn 
apart under the pressure of the internal contradictions. 


These perspectives have shown themselves to be completely false. In- 
stead of any attempt to see whether the error did not stem from a false 
estimate of the Russian state, the error has been justified by a com- 
plicated dialectic: and because it is making no progress on this theo- 
retical question, the Fourth International lays itself open to commit- 
ting new and far more tragic errors. We must have a clear and precise 
position on the conflict between the Soviet Union and the U.S. Are we 
tomorrow to be the best soldiers in the camp of Stalin, in the name of 
"defense of the collective property in the USSR," or will we struggle 
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for the proletarian revolution in every country? 
(SWP International Information Bulletin, Vol. I, No. 2, p. 62) 


We feel that, although these Comrades in our opinion did not develop a correct 

analysis of the historical development of the Russian state, they did pinpoint 

the root of the error which led to the development of Pabloism during the post- 
war period: the Fourth International's fundamental misconception of the nature 
of the Russian state. 


As the economic crisis of capitalism deepens, the possibility of a Third Imper- 
jalist World War looms closer on the horizon. We must ask ourselves: Will we be 
the best soldiers in the camps of Brezhnev and Mao in defemse of the collective 
property and planned economies of Russia and China? Or will we struggle for pro- 
letarian revolution in all countries at all times? How many wars will we see in 
the next war? The Fourth International managed to think up three for the last 
one. If the Soviet Union and the People's Republic of China stand on opposite 
sides in the coming war will the Trotskyists see five wars: Imperialism vs. the 
colonies: Imperialism vs. imperialism; Imperialism vs. China: Imperialism vs. 
Russia; Russia vs. China? And what about that fifth war: Russia vs. China, 

what side will defensists take there? Whose collective property and planned econ- 
omy is more worthy of revolutionary (sic:) defense? 


The only basis for answering these questions is to turn as we have done to an 
analysis of the "Russian Question.” Just as an incorrect analysis of the nature 
of the Soviet economy and state has led to the demise of most of the world's os- 
tensibly revolutionary organizations and led to the complete fiasco of the left 
vis-a-vis the Second Imperialist World War and the immediate post-war period, so, 
too, will the failure to come to grips with the "Russian Question" lead to the 
betrayal and defeat of the international working class in the coming period. 


It is for this reason that we have made our study of the Soviet economy. Only 
if the revolutionary vanguard of the working class is armed with the correct 

theory and analysis will it be able to lead the workers to power as the Bolshe- 
viks did in 1917. 


Errata : 
Line 8 on Page 11 should read: 





(Bukharin, Historical Materialism, p. 276, pp. 278-279, p. 289, emph. 
in orig.) 
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